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The  cases  here  printed  were  intended  to  be  incor^ 
porated  with  others  of  a  similar  kind,  which  the 
Reporter,  it  is  well  known,  has  employed  himself 
in  collecting  at  different  periods,  extending  over 
Dearly  the  whole  of  his  professional  life.  His  first 
design  was  that  they  should  form  part  of  the  series 
of  Reports  commenced  by  him  in  1838;  the  project 
of  continuing  which  (although  four  numbers  only 
have  been  published,  and  the  last  as  far  back  as 
1841)  has  never  been  abandoned.  But  as  Lord 
Cottenham's  decisions  in  general  are  comprehended 
—which  is  a  material  modification  of  the  Reporter's 
fonner  plan — it  is  thought  more  convenient  that 
the  volume,  the  first  part  of  which  is  now  pub- 
lished, should  be  the  commencement  of  a  separate 
work. 

It  is  probable  that  some  cases  will  be  found  in 
the  series,  which  the  experienced  practitioner  will 
think  of  so  simple  a  kind,  that  they  ought  to  have 
been    omitted.     The  object,   however,   which    the 
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Reporter  had  in  view  in  compiling  his  former 
volume  (see  the  short  preface  to  it),  sufficiently 
explains  the  insertion  of  the  cases  liable  to  that 
remark.  Besides  it  will  be  seen,  as  regards  the 
present  Part,  that  some  of  those  cases  are  cases 
in  which,  plain  as  they  may  be  thought,  the  Court 
below  has  nevertheless  erred,  and  its  judgment  has 
been  reversed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor ;  whilst  other 
cases  in  this  and  future  Farts  relate,  as  it  will  be 
found,  to  points  belonging  to  our  unwritten  practice. 
These  points  are  free  from  difficulty  and  trite,  it  is 
true,  to  the  Chancery  barrister,  whose  name  occurs 
in  the  volumes  of  Merivale  and  Swanston;  but  they 
are  strange  and  perplexing  to  a  large  proportion  of 
his  professional  brethren,  whose  career  has  com- 
menced at  a  later  period. 

Something  must  be  said  here  respecting  the  long 
notes  appended  to  some  of  the  cases.  These  notes 
are  of  two  kinds — practical  and  historical.  In  the 
former,  the  cases  are  abstracted  and  classed,  in 
order  to  exhibit  the  conffict  of  decision,  should 
any  such  exist,  and  to  assist  in  the  preservation  of 
uniformity  in  future.  In  the  latter,  the  only  object 
has  been  to  remind  the  young  barrister  of  some 
step  in  the  progress  and  development  of  a  particular 
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practice  or  doctrine — not  for  the  purpose  of  citation 
—for  the  history  of  our  principles  and  procedure 
can  seldom  be  seasonably,  or  usefully,  introduced 
in  the  ai^ument  of  a  cause — but  for  the  purpose 
of  facilitating  a  safe  abridgment.  This  sort  of 
historical  knowledge  is  indispensable,  mainly  be- 
cause it  enables  its  possessor  at  once  to  determine 
what  are  the  topics  and  the  authorities,  which  are 
likely  to  assist  the  judge,  whom  he  addresses,  in 
coming  to  a  conclusion  (any  others  only  serve  to 
encumber  his  note-book) — and  passing  over,  how- 
ever reluctantly,  "  Choyce  Cases  in  Chancery, 
and  ''  The  Labours  of  Master  William  Lambarde, 
to  proceed  at  once  to  the  decision  of  Eldon,  Redes- 
dale,  or  Grant,  that  shows  what,  after  the  changes 
operated  by  two  centuries,  is  the  actual,  working, 
rule  of  the  Court. 


i> 


» 


Otovi  End  Road, 

Long  Vacation,  1846. 
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Several  letters,  which  the  Author  has  received, 
require  notice. — Letter  of  Mr.  Walters  of  Newcastle : 
—The  Author  thanks  that  gentleman  for  his  sugges- 
tion. The  present  series  of  Reports  is  generally 
called.  Reports  temp.  Lord  Cottenham,  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  two  other  series  of  Reports  by  the 
same  Author  (the  continuation  and  completion  of 
which,  as  distinct  works,  is  still  in  the  number  of 
his  schemes),  the  one  called — Reports  temp.  Lord 
Brougham,  and  the  other  called  by  the  Reporter's 
name. — Letter  signed  **Q.  C": — The  writer  of  this 
letter  must  be  aware  that,  assuming  the  Author's 
opinion  to  be  in  accordance  with  his  own,  yet 
from  the  peculiarity  of  the  Author's  position,  such 
opinion  would  not  have,  and  perhaps  ought  not  to 
have,  any  weight  with  the  public. — Letter  signed 
"  Pupil  of  an  Equity  Draughtsman,  fresh  from 
Oxford:*' — The  Treatise  of  Equity  has  been 
generally  ascribed  to  Mr.  Ballow,  who  was  called 
to  the  bar  by  the  Society  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  on  the 
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*'  acquire  information,  which  might  remove  all  doubt 
as  to  the  author,  and  an  opportunit)'^  offer  of  his  com- 
municating such  information  to  the  profession,  he 
should  be  happy  in  the  opportunity  of  accompany- 
iDg  duch  information  with  such  other  particulars 
as  he  might  be  able  to  collect  concerning  him/'  As 
the  subsequent  editions  of  Mr.  Fonblanque's  work 
communicate  no  further  information  respecting  the 
author  of  the  Treatise  of  Equity,  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed that  none  was  acquired.  Bridgman  in  his 
View  of  Legal  Bibliography,  (8vo.  1807,)  states  that 
the  Treatise  is  supposed  to  have  been  written  by 
Ballow;  but  this  is  plainly  on  the  authority  of 
Mr.  Fonblanque.  The  Reporter  once  saw  a  copy 
of  the  folio  edition  of  the  Treatise  in  which  was 
written  upon  the  title  page,  in  a  hand-writing  seem- 
ingly contemporary  with  the  publication,  "  By 
Henry  Ballow,  Esq."  The  Reporter  has  examined 
his  manuscript  collection,  and  regrets  that  he  can 
find  nothing,  which  will  assist  in  the  solution  of  this 
bibliographical  question,  in  which  the  equity  student 
may  reasonably  feel  interest.  But  whoever  was  the 
author  of  the  Treatise  of  Equity,  the  Reporter 
entirely  agrees  with  his  correspondent  "  fresh  from 
Oxford"  that  he  must  have  been  acquainted  with 
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the  Ethics  and  the  Rhetoric  of  Aristotle.  More 
than  thirty  years  have  elapsed  since  Mr.  William 
Lowndes  (now  one  of  the  judges,  under  the  Small 
Debts  and  Demands  Act,  at  Liverpool)  and  the 
Reporter  (the  first  "fresh"  fi*om  Brasennose,  and 
the  last  "  fresh  "  from  Wadham — ^both  being  pupils 
of  Sir  William  Home)  made  reciprocally  the  same 
remark ;  and  until  lately  slips  of  paper  were  inserted 
in  the  Reporter  s  copy  of  the  Treatise,  containing 
the  corresponding  passages  of  Aristotle.  Indeed 
even  now  may  be  read,  written  with  a  pencil  in  the 
margin  of  his  copy  against  the  passage,  that  one 
sort  of  justice  "  is  distributive  of  things  to  be  divided 
amongst  those,  who  are  to  be  united  in  civil  society, 
the  other  sort  commutative,  or  that  which  governs 

contracts  t6  iv  toZ?  BuiPOfJLdi<: — to  ip  Tot9  avpaXKdryfuiai  Siofy- 

danucop. — Letter  signed  "  Horsman  the  Younger :  " — 
The  writer  of  the  letter  calls  for  explanation  of  tlie 
remark,  page  QQ  of  the  present  work,  that  "  tliere 
is  perhaps  no  part  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  in  a 
less  satisfactory  state  than  that,  which  regulates  its 
interference  with  regard  to  voluntary  instruments, 
and  that  the  old  authorities  on  the  subject  were 
embarrassing  enough,  and  the  difficulty  occasioned 
by  them  had  been  not  a  little  augmented  by  some 
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recent    decisions;"    and   the   writer  of   the  letter 
inquires  if  it  be  meant  to  include  Meek  v.  Kettle^ 
welly  1  Phill.  in  the  number  of  those  recent  decisions. 
The   doctrine  of  the  Court  as  regards  Voluntary 
Insltruments  has  at  different  times,  as  several  mem- 
bers of  the  bar  are  aware,  engaged  much  of  the 
Author's  attention.     He  printed  a  portion  of  a  work 
on  that  subject  more  than  twelve  months  ago.     The 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  was  so  good  as  to  give 
permission  that  the  treatise  may   be  dedicated  to 
him,  and  the  Author  hopes  at  no  distant  day  to  be 
able  to  avail  himself  of  that  opportunity  of  mani- 
festing respect,  which  he  most  sincerely  feels;  but 
his  other  avocations  have,  of  late,  prevented  any 
progress  in  the  book.     Explanation  of  the  remark 
quoted  above  would  be  much  too  long  for  this  place, 
and  the  Author  must  request  his  correspondent  to 
wait  for  the  publication  of  his  book,  which,  he  trusts, 
will  show  his  remark  to  be  by  no  means  unfounded. 
There  is  not  the  same   reason  for  postponing  the 
answer  to  the  inquiry  respecting  Meek  v.  Kettle- 
well :   the  inquiry  must  be  answered  in  the  aflSr- 
mative — ^that  it  is  meant  to  include  that  case  in  the 
number  of  recent  decisions   alluded  to.     It  may 
indeed  be  finally  determined  that  Meek  v.  Kettle- 
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well  is  right.     But  it  can  never  be  considered,  that 
the  grounds,  on  which  the  judgment  of  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst  now  rests,  are  satisfactory.     One  remark  will 
suffice   to  show  the  unsatisfactory  nature  of  those 
grounds.     Two  authorities  only  are  cited  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst  in  support  of  his  decision  that  the  deed, 
being  in  that  case   merely  voluntary,  was   as  an 
assignment  altogether  inoperative.     The  first  autho- 
rity is  a  passage  from  a  judgment  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  and  yet  of  this   passage  Lord  Lyndhurst 
himself  has  said  (3  Russ.  71)  that  it  was  a  mere 
dictum  and  was  not  essential  to  the  decision  of  the 
case — ^that  the  case  in  which  it  is  found  is  most 
inaccurately  reported,  .&c.     The  second  authority 
cited  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  is  another  passage  from 
a  judgment  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  but  that  also  is  of 
a  character  not  very  unlike  that  ascribed  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst  to  the  first  passage.   As  has  been  already 
said,   it  may  be  finally  determined  that  Meek  v. 
Kettlewell  is  right ;  but  that  poition  of  the  profession 
(it  is  more  numerous  than   some  judges  imagine) 
who  look   to   the  principle  of  a  decree,  will   not 
readily  assent  to  the  correctness  of  a  decision,  when 
upheld  by  reasons  of  so  meagre  and  unconvincing 
a  kind — a  decision,  be  it  observed,  not  adapted  to 
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the  new  wants  of  society  (see  Reports  of  Committees 
on  Equity  and  the  Law  of  Property — Law  Amend- 
ment Society)  and  at  variance  Mrith  the  best  modem 
legislation  (see  the  Act  for  the  Amendment  of  the 
Laws  with  respect  to  Wills,  7  Will.  IV.  and  1  Vict, 
c.  26,  and  the  Act  to  amend  the  Law  of  Real 
Property,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106). — Letter  of  "A  Junior 
Reporter :" — Decisions  and  dicta,  which  the  reporter 
knows  to  be  wrong,  he  ought  to  forbear  from  pub- 
lishing. The  most  able,  the  most  cautious  judges 
must  from  the  urgency  of  business  occasionally  err. 

Nee  semper  feriet  quodcumque  minabitur  arcus. 

It  is  the  reporter's  duty  to  use  his  utmost  efforts  to 
produce  uniformity  and  consistency  in  the  law: — cases 
and  language,  which  tend  to  destroy  such  consistency 
and  uniformity,  should  be  studiously  suppressed. 
His  vocation  is  not  to  scatter  doubt,  but  to  induce 
certainty.  The  Writer  knows  that  this  opinion  was 
entertained  by  a  reporter  of  our  own  time,  whose 
talents,  learning  and  perseverance  were  such  as  to 
raise  him  to  the  bench  of  the  Court,  which  had  been 
the  scene  of  his  useful  labours.  Lord  Campbell  too 
tells  us — Lives  of  the  Chancellors,  Vol.  IV.  p.  458, 
—that  when  he  was  a  Nisi  Prius  Reporter,  he  had 
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a  drawer  marked  "  Bad  Law,"  into  which  he  threw 
all  the  eases,  which  seemed  to  him  improperly  ruled. 
He  was  flattered  to  hear  Chief  Justice  Sir  James 
Mansfield  say,  **  Whoever  reads  Campbell's  Reports 
must  be  astonished  to  find  how  uniformly  Lord 
Ellenborough's  decisions  were  right." — Lord  Camp- 
bell adds  that  his  rejected  cases,  which  he  had  kept 
as  a  curiosity — ^not  maliciously — were  all  burnt  in 
the  great  fire  in  the  Temple,  when  he  was  Attorney 
General. — Letter  signed  " Infra  Dig.:" — The  author 
of  the  letter,  at  the  time  he  wrote  it,  had  witliin  his 
reach  one  book  at  least,  proving  the  inaccuracy  of  his 
assertion.  Sir  Edward  Coke  became  Attorney 
General  to  the  Queen  36  Eliz.  He  was  still 
Attorney  General  when  he  published  the  First  Part 
of  his  Reports,  1601  (44  Eliz.).  He  was  then 
51  years  old,  and  had  been  at  the  bar  24  years. 
The  first  case  reported  is  that  of  Lord  Buckhurst  y. 
Fenner,  in  Chancery,  40  Eliz.  The  list  of  counsel 
appended  to  the  Report  shows  that  it  was  one  of 
those  cases,  of  which  he  says  in  the  preface— quarum 
prsBScrtim  pars  fui  et  quaestionis  statum  intellexi. 


\2,  New  SauARE,  Lincoi^n's  Inn, 
EAtTTER  Vacation,  1847. 
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Second    letter    signed    "  Pupil    of    an    Equity 

Draughtsman,   fresh  from   Oxford/' — See    before, 

page  ix.      The  ensuing  is  an   extract  from    the 

Obituary  of  the  Gentleman's  Magazine,  for  1782 

(Vol.  52,  page  406). — "  Suddenly,  in  Parliament 

Street,   aged  76,   Mr.   Ballow,  who  many  years 

held  an  office  in  the  Exchequer.     This  gentleman 

was  a  great  Greek  scholar,  and  famous  for  his 

knowledge   of  the    old    philosophy."      Sir    John 

Hawkins  in  his  Life  of  Dr.  Johnson,  (Svo.  1787,) 

page  244,  gives  this  account  of  Ballow  : — "  There 

was  at  that  time  a  man  of  the  name  of  Ballow,  a 

lawyer  by  profession  but  of  no  practice,  he  having  by 

the  interest  of  some  of  the  To  wnshends,  to  whom  he 

had  been  a  kind  of  law  tutor,  obtained  a  place  in 

the  Exchequer,  which    yielded  him  a  handsome 

income,  and  exempted  him  from  the  necessity  of 

attending  Westminster  Hall.     He  was  a  man  of 

deep  and  extensive  learning,   &c.      He  was  the 

Author  of  a  Treatise  on  Equity,  in  folio,  published 

h 
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without  a  name"  (a).  Boswell,  in  his  Life  of  John- 
son, Vol.  II.  page  55  (first  edit.  1791,  2  vols.  4to.), 
says  : — **  On  my  expressing  my  wonder  at  his  [Dr. 
Johnson's]  discovering  so  much  of  the  knowledge 
peculiar  to  different  professions,  he  told  me,  *  I 
learnt  what  I  know  of  law  chiefly  from  Mr.  Ballow, 
a  very  able  man.'  When  I  expressed  a  wish  to 
know  more  about  Mr.  Ballow,  Johnson  said,  *  Sir, 
I  have  seen  him  but  once  these  twenty  years.  The 
tide  of  life  has  driven  us  different  ways.' "  This  was 
in  1776. — The  "  Pupil  of  an  Equity  Draughtsman, 
fresh  from  Oxford,"  will  probably  now  think  it 
sufficiently  apparent  that  Ballow  was  the  autlior 
of  the  Treatise  of  Equity. — Letter  signed  "Z.": — 
A  passage  of  Quintilian  furnishes  a  good  answer  to 
Z.'s  not  very  fiiendly  criticism — "ad  minora  ilia,  sed, 
qu8B  si  negligas,  non  sit  majoribus  locus,  demittere 
me  non  recusabo." — Letter  signed  "  A  Clerk  of 
Records  and  Writs" : — The  writer  of  this  letter 
cannot  have  read  the  Second  Part  of  these  Reports. 
Three  marginal  notes  at  pages  339  and  340  will 
show  that  the  subject  he  mentions,  has  engaged  the 
Author  s   attention — *.*  Small  amount  of  the  costs 

(a)  See  a  further  extract  respect-    son,  by  Sii*  John  Hawkins,  in  the 
ing  Ballow,  from  the  Life  of  John*    Appendix  to  the  present  volume. 
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of  some  ordera  made  by  the  Masters  under  the 
Chancery  Regulation  Act."  "  Remarks  on  the  juris- 
diction exercised  by  the  Masters  under  that  Act/* 
^*  The  suitors  ought  to  be  at  liberty,  in  matters  in 
respect  of  which  the  Masters  have  jurisdiction 
under  the  Act,  to  bring  the  decisions  of  the  inferior 
Courts  under  the  review  of  the  Lord  Chancellor." 
— Letter  signed  "A  Barrister  practising  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery": — The  Author  possesses  very  little 
statistical  information  respecting  the  number  of 
Counsel,  practising  at  different  periods  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  He  has  a  note,  taken  from  some 
manuscript,  that  in  the  reign  of  James  the  Second 
the  number  of  counsel  attending  the  Court  did  not 
reach  a  score.  The  Chancery  Reports  of  Brown 
commence  in  1778  and  terminate  in  1794.  Some 
time  ago  the  Author  extracted  from  these  Reports, 
the  names  of  all  the  Counsel,  mentioned  by  Brown 
during  this  period  of  16  years  as  being  employed 
in  the  different  cases  reported  by  him.  The 
Dumber  is  106  (a).  The  number  of  Queen's 
Counsel  actually  practising  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery at  present  is  31.     The  number  of  barristers 

(a)  SoBie   practitioners    of    the    of  the  Court — may  not  be  displeased 
Conrt-Hitleastsoine  old  practitioners    to  see  the  names.    They  are  aub- 

b2 
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professing  to  practice  habitually  in  the  Court  at 
present  is  457. 

Felix  ars  joris,  felix  h&c  arte  peritas, 
Si  foret  hnic  arti  debita  turba  minor. 

Letter  signed  "Ein  Rechtsgelehrte"  : — The  German 
phrase  enclosed  in  this  letter  is  the  translation  of  a 
passage  in  Seneca  de  IrA. — **  Hsec  tot  millia  ad  forum 
primd  luce  properantia,  quam  turpes  lites,  quanto 

joined  in  alphabetical  order :— 


Abbot. 

Adair. 

Adam. 

Dnnning. 

Emlju. 

Erskine. 

Ainge. 
Alexander. 

Fendal. 
Finch. 

Ambler. 
Anstruther. 

Fonblanque. 
Ford. 

Arden. 

Graham. 

Balgny. 
Batt. 

Grant. 
Grimwood. 

Bearcroft. 

Hall. 

Berresford. 

Bicknell. 

Bolton. 

Hardinge. 
Hargrave. 
Hart. 

Bond. 
Bra^ie. 
Brown. 
Barton. 

Harvey. 
Hatton. 
Hill,  Serjt. 
HoUist. 

Caldecott. 

Holt. 

Campbell. 
Chambre. 

Hood. 
Howorth. 

Coke. 

Ibbetson. 

Cooke. 

Jackson. 

Cox. 

Johnson. 

Daniel. 

Jones. 

Douglas. 

Kenyon. 

King. 

Richards. 

Leach. 

Richardson. 

Le  Blanc. 

Ridley. 

JL<ee. 

Robinson. 

Le  Mesurier. 

Romilly. 

Lloyd. 

Rooke,  Serjt. 

Luders. 

Rous. 

Macdonald. 

Scaife. 

Madocks. 

Scott. 

Mansfield. 

Selwyn. 

Martin. 

Short. 

Mitford. 

Shuter. 

Morris. 

Simeon. 

Nedham. 

Spranger. 

Newnham. 

Stainsby. 

Osgood. 

Stanley. 

Partington. 

Steel. 

Partridge. 

Stratford. 

Pechell. 

Sutton. 

Pemberton. 

Thompson. 

Piggott. 

Trower. 

Plumer. 

Walker. 

Poole. 

Wallace. 

Preston. 

Waller. 

Price. 

Wedderbum. 

Ray. 

Wilson. 

Beed. 

Wooddeson. 
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turpiores  advocatos  habent."     The  following  is  the 
Commentary   of   Justus    Lipsius,    on    the    words 
"  quan  to  turpiores" : — *  *  Quare  turpiores  ?    Quia  gnari 
scientesque  prava  aut  injusta  defendunt:  quia  fidem 
et  vocem  venalia  in  fas  et  nefas  habent.   Addo  etiam, 
quia  ipsi  omni  faece  criminum  maculosi/'     That  the 
"  advocati ''    were    "  ipsi    omni    fcEce     criminum 
maculosi/'  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  use  of  the 
words  "  quanto  turpiores/'     That  they  "  gnari  sci- 
entesque prava  aut  injusta  defendunt/'  an  English 
barrister  could  not  acknowledge  to  be  a  sufficient 
reason.     He  would  answer  this  part  of  the  Com- 
mentary of  the  learned  Belgian  Professor,  by  reading 
two  well-known  passages  in  Boswell's  Life  of  John- 
son, one  of  which  shall  be  given  in  the  text,  and  the 
other  in  the  note.     *'  Boswell — *  But  what  do  you 
think  of  supporting  a  cause,  which  you  know  to  be 
bad?'     Johnson — *  Sir,  you  do  not  know  it  to  be 
good,  or  bad,  till  the  judge  determines  it.     I  have 
said  that  you  are  to  state  facts  fairly  ;  so  that  your 
thinking,  or  what  you  call  knowing,  a  cause  to  be 
bad,  must  be  from  reasoning — ^must  be  from  your 
supposing  your  ailments  to  be  weak  and  incon- 
clusive.    But,  Sir,  that  is   not  enough.     An   ar- 
gument, which  does  not  convince  yourself,  may  con- 
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Tince  the  judge  to  whom  yon  urge  it ;  and  if  it  does 
convince  him,  why  then,  sir,  you  are  wrong  and  he 
is  right.  It  is  his  business  to  judge,  and  you  are 
not  to  be  confident  in  your  own  opinion  that  a  cause 
is  bad,  but  to  say  all  you  can  for  your  client,  and 
then  hear  the  judge's  opinion ' "  (a). — Letter  signed 

(a)  ''We  talked  of  the  practice  of  eridence,  —  what  shall  be  the 
6f  the  kw.  Sir  Y^Uiam  Forbes  result  of  1^  argument.  As  it 
said  he  thought  an  honest  lawyer  rarely  happens  that  a  man  is  fit 
should  never  undertake  a  canse^  to  plead  his  own  cause,  lawyers 
which  he  was  satisfied  was  not  a  are  a  dass  of  the  communis  who, 
just  one.  '  Sir/  said  Mr.  Johnson^  by  study  and  experience,  have  ao- 
'  a  lawyer  has  no  business  with  the  quired  the  art  and  power  of  ar- 
justice,  or  injustice,  of  the  cause  ranging  eyidence,  and  of  applying 
which  he  undertakes,  unless  his  to  the  points  at  issue  what  the  law 
dient  asks  hu  opinion,  and  then  he  has  settled.  A  lawyer  is  to  do  for 
is  bound  to  give  it  honestly.  The  his  client  all  that  his  client  might 
justice,  or  injustice,  of  the  cause  is  fairly  do  for  himself,  if  he  could, 
to  be  decided  by  the  judge.  Con-  If,  by  a  superiority  of  attention,  of 
sider,  sir,  what  is  the  purpose  of  knowledge,  of  skill,  and  a  better 
courts  of  justice  ?  It  is,  that  every  method  of  communication,  he  has 
man  may  have  his  cause  fairly  tried,  the  advantage  of  his  adversary,  it 
by  men  appointed  to  try  causes.  A  is  an  advantage  to  which  he  is  en- 
lawyer  is  not  to  tell  what  he  knows  titled.  There  must  always  be  some 
to  be  a  He:  he  is  not  to  produce  advantage,  on  one  side  or  other, 
what  he  knows  to  be  a  false  deed ;  and  it  is  better  that  advantage 
but  he  is  not  to  usurp  the  province  should  be  had  by  talents  than  by 
of  the  jury  and  of  the  judge,  and  chance.  If  lawyers  were  to  under- 
determine  what  shall  be  the  effect  take  no  causes  till  they  were  sure 
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''Ad  Antiquarian  Lawyer'":—  LaonicusChalcocondy- 
hSf  quoted  in  the  Woman's  Lawyer,  page  389  (a), 
was  a  native  of  Athens.     He  wrote  Annals  of  the 
Turka  during  the  14th  and  15th  Centuries,  in  10 
Books.     This  work  forms  a  portion  of  one  of  the 
volumes  of  the  collection  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Byzantine  Historians.      Laonicus  Chalcocondyles 
occasionally  touches  upon  the  cotemporary  history 
of  other  nations.     Having  related  the  expulsion  of 
the  English  from  France  (A.D.  1450),  he  takes 
occasion  to   describe  the  British  Isles   and  their 
inhabitants.      The  ensuing  extract  (which  is   the 
translation  into  Latin  accompanying  the  original 
Greek — ^the  latter  will  be  found  in  the  note)  shows 
that  the  author  of  the  Woman's  Lawyer  has  ex- 
aggerated nought.     ^^  Quotidiano  vitae  usu,  moribus 
quoque  et  victu  nihil  a  Gallis  [Angli]  discrepant 
'Parva  ipsis  uxorum  liberorumque  cura  est.     Itaque 


ihej  were  jnaty  a  man  might  be 
piednded  altogether  from  a  trial 
of  his  daim,  though,  were  it  jodi- 
QtBj  eiaminedy  it  might  be  f oand  a 
foy  just  daim." — See  Boewell'a 
life  of  Johnson  hj  Croker,  toL  2, 
pages  48  and  263.  (Edit,  of  1831, 
5  fob.  8to.) 


(a)  The  Lawes  Resolutions  of 
Woemens  Rights;  or,  the  Lawes 
ProTisionforWoemen.  AMethodicall 
Collection  of  such  Statutes  and  Cus« 
tomes,  with  the  Cases,  Opinions, 
Arguments  and  Points  of  Learning 
in  the  Law,  as  doe  properly  con- 
ceme  Woemen.  1632,  small  4to. 
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per  universam  insulam  hie  mos  servatur,  quando  quis 
amici  domum  vocatus  ingreditur,  ut  primum  cum 
amici  uxore  concumbat,  ut  delude  benigne  hoBpitio 
excipiatur.  In  peregrinationibus  quoque  mutuis 
utuntur  uxoribus  amici.  Eadem  consuetude  obser- 
vatur  in  Phrantalorum  regione  ibi  maritima,  usque  ad 
Germaniam.  Nee  probrosum  ducunt,  uxores  et  fiOlias 
in  hunc  modum  impregnari"(a). — Letter  "***": 
— In  several  editions  of  Pope's  Works,  the  Chapter 
of  the  Double  Mistress  in  the  Memoirs  of  Martinus 
Scriblerus,  is  omitted.  Warton  gives  it;  Roscoe 
does  not.  The  Doctor  of  Divinity  was  less  scru- 
pulous than  the  author  of  the  Life  of  Lorenzo  de' 
Medici.  Warton  says  it  was  thought  proper  to 
insert  the  chapter,  as  it  is  full  of  the  most  exquisite 
original  humour.  The  following  is  the  passage  in 
the  Chapter  of  the  Double  Mistress,  relating  to  the 
famous  case  of  the  black  and  white  horses — "  But 


(a)  2icevp  re  rp  ahij  yp^fuvoi 
Toic  KtXrdiCf  «^  UBitrl  re  roic  ahrdic 
ical  iialrri,  vojuCtrai  ii  rovrois  rh  r 
iifi^l  Tag  yvvaiKas  re  kuI  roig  waiiac 
hirXdiKwipiaCf  Ami  hvh  wdtray  r^v 
yfjaoyy  iwtii&y  r«c  ec  Tt^y  tov  lirin^- 
iilov  ahrf  omav  itryei  KoXo^/uvoct 
xlfffavra  lijy  yvi^oica,  oiru  (eWCc- 


aOai  aWoy*  ami  ly  rocc  Hole  hi 
hxayrayj  wapiyoyrai  rac  lavnSy 
yvyalxas  iy  roic  iiriTriieloic,  yofjU^erai 
ii  rovTO  Koi  ic  rijy  ^payr6Xtiy  x^P^^y 
rrjy  ravrjf  wApaXoy,  A^p*  Tepfiaylas. 
Kol  oMe  aur)(yyfiy  rouro  (ftipei  lavrdic 
KVEoBai  raort  yvyaiKag  ahrtiy  rol  rac 
OvyaTipaQ. 
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we  must  not  here  neglect  to  mention,  that  during 
the  whole  course  of  this  process,  his  (Martinus 
Scriblerus)  continual  attendance  on  the  Courts  in  his 
own  cause,  and  his  invincible  curiosity  for  all  that 
passed  in  the  causes  of  others,  gave  him  a  wonderful 
insight  into  this  branch  of  learning  (the  law),  which 
must  be  confessed  to  have  been  so  improved  by  the 
modems  as  beyond  all  comparison  to  exceed  the 
ancients.  From  the  day  his  first  bill  was  filed  he 
began  to  collect  Reports ;  and  before  his  suit  was 
ended  he  had  time  abundantly  sufficient  to  compile 
a  very  considerable  volume.  His  anger  at  his  ill 
success  caused  him  to  destroy  the  greatest  part  of 
these  Reports,  and  only  to  preserve  such  as  disco- 
vered most  of  the  chicanery  and  futility  of  the 
practice.  These  we  have  some  hopes  to  recover, 
if  they  were  only  mislaid  at  his  removal ;  if  not, 
the  world  will  be  enough  instructed  to  lament  the 
loss,  by  the  only  one  now  publick,  viz.  the  case 
of  Stradling  and  Stiles,  in  an  action  concerning 
certain  black  and  white  horses." — Spence  says, 
in  his  Anecdotes,  page  146,  (Singer's  edition,) 
that  Pope  told  him,  "  I  wrote  the  law  case  of  the 
blapk  and  white  horses  with  the  help  of  a  lawyer." 
Spence  immediately  subjoins,  "  by  what  he  added. 
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it  was  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls — Fortescue." 
The  Author  could  never  peruse  that  most  witty  and 
amusing  piece  without  thinking  that  it  would  come 
much  nearer  the  truth,  to  say  that  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  wrote  the  law  case  of  the  black  and  white 
horses  with  the  help  of  the  poet.  Warton  ex- 
pressly states  that  the  report  was  written  by 
Mr.  Fortescue  (a).  —  Letter  signed  "  An  Im- 
partial Observer:" — The  Author  is  well  acquainted 
with  the  case  referred  to.  The  brief  is  now  on 
his  table.  The  case  came  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor in  July  last.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  had 
taken  the   decree  (the  Court  below  was  that  of 

(a)  In  several  publications^  and  in  serrices,  advanced  to  the  peerage  of 
several  MS.  collections,  which  have  Ireland,  he  has  found  a  place  in 
at  different  times  come  under  the  HoraceWalpole's  Catalogue  of  Royal 
Author's  notice,  it  is  stated  that  and  Noble  Authors.  Even  Mr. 
{he  case  of  Stradling  r.  Stiles  was  Park,  in  his  edition  of  that  work, 
written  by  Sir  John  Fortescue  (5  vols.  8vo.  1806,)  says  that  Lord 
Aland,  who  was  the  editor  of  Lord  Fortescue  had  been  '*a  friend  and 
Chancellor  Fortescue's  Treatise  on  correspondent  of  Pope;  and  by 
the  iKfference  between  an  Absolute  him  was  written  the  report  of 
and  Lfamted  Monarchy,  and  who  Stradling  v.  Stiles  in  the  report  of 
was  a  Judge  of  the  Common  Law  Scriblerua."  Lord  Fortescue,  how- 
Courts  for  a  period  of  thirty  years,  ever,  never  appears  to  have  been 
Upon  his  resignation  in  1746,  being,  either  the  friend  or  correspondent 
in  consideration  of  his  merits  and  of  Pope ;  whilst  in  Pope's  Conts- 
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the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England)  whilst  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  was  engaged  in  another  court, 
notwithstanding  the  latter  had  personally  made  a 
request  to  the  former  not  to  allow  the  cause  to 
proceed  in  his  absence.  A  formal  attempt,  before 
the  decree  was  drawn  up,  to  re-open  the  matter,  was 
not  attended  with  success,  the  application  being 
opposed,  and  consequently  being  revised  with  costs. 
Upon  that  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  when  the  cause  was  heard  upon  its 
merits,  and  the  decree,  which  had  been  taken,  was 
reversed.  But  cases  of  this  kind*  in  which  decrees 
and  orders  have  been  obtained,  and  in  despite  of 
urgent  remonstrances,  nay,  pressing  entreaties,  have 
been  kept  by  those  very  persons,  who   have  not 


poodoioe,  printed  with  his  works, 
there  are  no  less  than  sixty-eight 
lettefs  written  by  faim  to  WilUam 
FwteacQ^  Esq.,  from  1714  to  1743. 
To  these  letters  Mr.  Roscoe  has 
prefixed  the  following  notice:  — 
''^nniani  Fortescne,  Esq.,  an  emi- 
aeot  barriattfr,  afterwards  a  jndge, 
and,  finally.  Master  of  the  KoUs, 
was  one  of  the  early  and  intimate 
friends  of  Pope,  whose  attachment 
to   Um    renuun^d    uninternipted 


through  life.  To  him  Pope  has 
addressed  his  first  satire  of  the 
second  book  of  Horace,  in  which 
he  applies  to  Mr.  Fortescue  as  his 
legal  adviser ;  a  character  not  wholly 
imaginary,  as  Pope  was  accustomed 
to  consult  him  on  all  difficult  occa- 
sions, as  well  on  behalf  of  his  friends 
as  himself. 

Youll  give  moi  like  a  friend  both  sago  sad 

free, 
Advice ;  and  (ai  yon  use)  without  a  fee." 
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scrupled  to  designate  a  single  instance  as  something 
unexampled,  anomalous,  and  monstrous  in  Chancery 
practice,  appear  to  have  been  numerous.  Commu- 
nications made  to  the  Author  by  both  branches  of 
the  profession,  abundantly  show  this,  and  the  case  to 
which  "  An  Impartial  Observer "  alludes,  would 
seem  far  from  being  the  strongest. — Letter  signed 
"  Pasquier  Le  Jeune :" — The  particular  "  disposition 
en  rapport  avec  le  minist^re  des  avocats,"  must  be 
Article  64  of  the  "  Lettres  de  Charles  VII.  pour  la 
Reformation  de  la  Justice."  The  entire  "  Ordon- 
nance ''  may  be  seen  in  the  great  Collection  of  the 
Louvre,  vol.  14,  page  284,  and  in  the  Collection 
published  a  few  years  ago  by  MM.  Jourdan,  De- 
crusy  and  Isambert.  Both  these  Collections  are 
in  Lincoln's  Inn  Library.  But  Article  54  may  be 
found  in  several  legal  works  published  by  French 
Advocates.  It  is  here  reprinted  from  one  of  those 
works,  in  which  attention  is  drawn  to  some  words 
and  passages  by  a  peculiarity  of  type,  which  it  has 
been  thought  convenient  to  preserve.  "  Et  pour 
ce  que  nous  avons  6t6  inform6s  que  les  advocatz,  en 
leurs  plaidoyeries,  ont  accoutum6  dire  plusieurs  in- 
jures  et  opprobres  de  leurs  parties  adverses,  et  que 
ne  serve  de  rien  en  leurs  cas  ;  laquelle  est  contre 
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raison  et  contre  toute  bonne  observance  en  de 
grande  esclande  de  justice,  defendons  et  prohibons 
aux  diets  advocatz  de  nostre  dicte  court,  et  de  toutes 
autres  courts  de  nostre  royaume,  sur  peine  de  priva- 
tion de  postuler^  et  d'amende  arbitraire,  laquelle 
Youlons  estre  declair6e  incontinent  contre  ceulx 
qui  feront  le  contraire,  que  doresnavant  ils  ne  pro- 
cedent  par  paroles  iryurieuses  et  contumelieuses  k 
rencontre  de  leurs  parties  adverses,  en  quelque 
8orte  ne  maniere  que  ce  soit,  ne  dire  ne  proposer 
aucune  chose  qui  ch66  en  opprobre  d'autruy,  et  qui 
ne  serve  ou  soit  necessaire  aux  faicts  de  la  cause 
qa'ils  plaident/' 


La  Fayxe,  St.  EusicBK-DES-Bois, 
21st  October,  1847. 
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KoTB.— This  Table  comprehends  the  Decisions  and  Dicta  both  in  the  present  Tolnme, 
and  in  YoL  I.  of  Reports  of  some  Cases  adjudged  in  the  Courts  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
Mister  of  tiie  Bolls,  and  Yice-Chaneellor,  in  the  years  1837  and  1838. 
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Adey,  R«.— (X.  C.  July  25,  1846.) 

No  order  for  satisfaction  of  a  liability  of  a  lonatic,  until  information 
formshed  showing  that  enough  will  still  be  left  for  his  maintenance  .      225 

Allsop,  In  the  Matter  of,  an  Infant.— (F.  C.  May  7,  1838.) 

The  fortone  of  an  infant  being  1000/.  only,  order  made  upon  affidavit, 
without  reference,  appointing  the  mother  guar^n,  and  directing  payment  to 
her  of  the  interest  of  such  som  for  maintenance  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  44 

Andrews  v.  Lockwood. — (X.  C.  November  13,  1846.) 

Right  to  begin  when  the  appeal  was  from  an  order  allowing  a  plea  .      246 

Anon.^(£.  C.  January,  1822.) 

Where  the  appeal  is  from  part  only  of  the  decree,  the  respondent  may,  if  it 
ioTolTes  questions  between  himself  and  the  appellant  only,  insist  upon  the 
case  being  treated  as  if  it  had  nerer  been  heard  •  .61 

Aacber,  Benjamin,  v.  John  Gardiner  and  Jane  Ms  Wife, 
Maria  Graham,  and  others. — (V.  C  July  18,  November  3, 
1837.) 

There  being  an  assignment  by  way  of  security  for  the  husband's  debt  of  a 
moiety  of  the  wife's  contingent  fond,  and  the  wifo,  when  the  contingency 
happened,  insisting  upon  a  settlement,  and  a  moiety  being  settled, — held, 
with  reference  to  subsequent  assignments  of  portions  of  the  entire  frmd,  that 
the  first  assignment  passed  all  the  remaining  moiety,  and  not  the  half  of  it. 

A  married  woman  insisting  upon  her  equity  to  a  settlement,  and  the  Court 
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not  be  parties  ......      290 
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Fust,  Rb.-^L.  O.Jnfy,  1817.) 

In  genenl  the  Court  trill  not  lay  out  the  money  of  hrfutts  tnd  lonatics 
^On  moitga^  157 

Oarnsr  v.  Hughes. — (Houie  o/Loreh,  May,  1838.) 

Decree  agtfaitt  defendant,  a  purchaser,  to  rettrahi  the  setting  np  of  an  out*' 
standing  tarm,  upon  bill  alleging  notice  to  defendant's  solicitor  of  settlement 
nnder  which  the  plaintiff  dahned,  bat  sot  stating  the  name  of  the  vntnesi 
who,  aeeufdisg  to  the  pvooisy  eommnnicated  the  settkment  to  defendant's 
solidtor,  rerersed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  and  issue  directed  whether  the 
witeesa  commnnicated  the  settlement  to  snch  solicitor  •  .      551 

Garratt  «•  Hatter. — (Jf.  R.  February,  1831.) 

Will  charging  real  estates  with  legacies,  and  also  with  small  annuities,  the 
aunnitants  must  be  parties  to  a  suit  for  raising  the  legacies  .  .      375 

Gibbons  v.  The  Waterloo  Bridge  Company  and  Bayley. 
— {Sq.  Exeh.  February,  1818.) 

Beading  tha  answer  of  a  defendant  against  a  eo-defendant        •  •      385 

GiBBS  V,  Ghurton. — (F.  C.  November,  1824.) 

Attachment  pending  an  abatement  .  I  C.  P.  Coop.  496 

Gordon  v.  Gordon.-^(L.  C.  June,  1819.) 

The  Coort  mutt  know  nothing  of  depositions  going  to  circumstances,  which 
the  bill  does  not  state  .....      551 

Green  v.  Green.— (F.  C.  Augnet,  1828.) 

A  party  may  be  heard  to  show  irregularities  in  the  process  upon  which  he 
ii  committed,  although  he  has  not  obeyed  the  order  in  respect  of  which  the 
process  was  issued        ......      206 

Green  v.  Otte.— (F.  C.  February,  1825.) 

Coats  of  bankrupt,  a  defendant  to  a  suit  between  his  assignees  and  his 
wife  ....  .  1  C.  P.  Goop.  496 

Gurney  v.  Seppings  and  Nokbs. — {L.  C,  July  7,  1846.) 

One  assigning  a  mortgage  in  order  to  secure  his  own  debt,  is  in  the  situation 
of  a  surety ;  and  may  insist  upon  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  the  money 
due,  unless  his  creditor,  the  assignee,  will  rdiere  biro  from  aU  claim  beyond 
what  the  mortgage  may  prodnee  .  .  .12 

Hanson  v.  Nicholl. — (If.  B.  November,  1827.) 

Mortgage  taken  by  solicitor  from  his  client  1  C.  P.  Coop.  493 

Hardy  r.  Hardy.— (i.  C.  July  7,  1846.) 

Time  allowed  for  getting  in  the  answer  of  the  other  defendants,  plaintiff 
htring  omitted  to  take  steps  for  that  purpose  in  consequence  of  an  arrange- 
ment wHh  the  prindpal  defendant  .16 

Hartford  v.  Growder. — (F.  C.  June,  1823.) 

Husband  obtaining  order  that  his  wife  may  answer  separately,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  490 

Hemino  r,  Swinnerton. — (i.  C.  November  6,  7,  9,  1846.) 

Chancery  has  no  jurisdiction  over  an  award  under  the  statute  of  Will.  III. 
although  the  bill  be  filed  before  the  submission  is  made  a  rule  of  Court. 

Ihe  Conrt  of  Cluaioery  on  the  equity  side,  is  a  court  of  record  within  the 
aening  of  the  atatnte. 

The  notion,  which  once  prerailed,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Conrt  was 
iol  harred  by  -the  statute,  long  since  determined  to  be  incorrect. 
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The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  excluded  where  the  subminioii  is  to  be  nude 
a  rule  of  the  Court  under  the  statute,  unless  exercised  in  the  manner  there 
prescribed     .......      386 

Hemming  v.  Dingwall. — (L.  C.  July  7,  1846.) 

Publication,  which  had  passed,  enlarged  under  the  circumstances  .        14 

Henderson  v.  Eason.— (L.  C.  May,  1847.) 

One  tenant  in  common  of  lands  occupies  and  cultivates  the  same  as  a  farm      465 

Henry  v.  Ogle. — (V.  C.  Eng.  Fehmary,  1847.) 

There  must  be  the  consent  of  the  married  woman  preriously  to  an  order, 
that  funds  belonging  to  her,  although  not  in  Court,  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  trustees  of  a  voluntary  settlement  .  .  •  .447 

Hide  r.  Hide. — (F.  C  January,  1825.) 

The  Court  will  not,  upon  the  allowance  of  an  exception  to  a  report  in 
£s?our  of  the  title,  din^  a  discharge  of  the  purchaser  on  payment  of  his  costs. 
— ^There  must  be  some  special  application  for  the  purpose  .  .      379 

Hills  v.  Croll. — (L.  C,  July,  1845.) 

Motion  to  restrain  a  defendant  from  violating  his  part  of  an  agreement 
refused  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  on  the  ground  of  the  agreement  being  such,  that 
the  Court  could  not  compel  a  specific  performance  by  the  pla^tiff  of  his 
part  of  it       .  .  .  •  .  .  .84 

HiNDLE  V.  Dakins. — (£.  C  November,  26,  1838.) 

Form  of  purchaser's  order  for  liberty  to  pay  purchase  money  into  Court,  and 
for  the  investment  thereof,  when  the  time  for  payment  had  arrived,  but  the 
vendors  had  not  completed  the  abstract  of  title  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  381 

V.  .— (L.  C.  November,  1838.) 

Proper  course  for  purchaser  at  sale  before  the  Master,  where  there  is 
unexpected  delay  in  making  out  the  title,  and  the  purchaser  is  desirous  of 
relieving  himself  from  the  payment  of  interest  .  .  .378 

Hood  v.  Pimm.— (r.  C.  June,  1830.) 

The  setting  aside  of  a  decree  for  irregularity  or  surprise. 
Petition  of  re-hearing  and  interlocutory  application,  where  the  decree  is 
the  consequence  of  some  defect  in  the  proceedings        •  .  .279 


V. .— (r.  c.   *   *   *  ) 


Three  persons  contract  to  sell  to  a  fourth  a  piece  of  land,  and  also  to  boy 
from  him  a  piece  of  land — One  of  the  three  abandons  the  agreement. — Spe- 
cific performance  nevertheless  decreed  .  .  •  .      280 

HoPNER  V.  Brodripp. — (F.  (7.  May,  1840.) 

The  Court  will  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  defendant  from  violating 
a  negative  term  in  an  agreement,  although  the  agreement  be  such  that  there 
can  be  no  specific  performance      .  .  .  .  .89 

UoRNE  V.  Balfour. — (JIf.  R.  November,  1823.) 

Costs  of  assignees  of  bankrupt  executor     .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  501 

Horner  v.  Sayner. — (Z.  C  July  14,  1838.) 

Power  to  lend  legacy,  on  personal  security,  to  those  taking  real  and  per- 
sonal estates  upon  which  it  was  charged.  No  presumption  that  it  was  thus 
lent  so  as  to  exonerate  the  real  estates,  although  more  than  thirty  years  had 
elapsed        ......  iMd,  168 
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Hunt  v.  Carr.— (£.  C.  June,  1826.) 

A  party  may,  upon  a  new  case,  come  to  discharge  axi  interlocatory  order 
made  by  any  brandi  of  the  Court  ....      337 

Hyde,  William,  sings  deceased,  v.  Mary  Price,  John  Price, 
William  Price,  William  Mann  (xodshall,  Thomas  Shear- 
croft,  Edward  Walwyn  Shepherd,  and  William  John 
Playters,  all  since  deceased,  and  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  ; 

And 

George  Hart  r.  Chase  Cradock,  William  Temple,  George 
Maule,  and  William  Brown,  and  Mary  his  wipe. — (By 
original  and  supplemental  bUls.) — (7.  C.  July  16,  17>  18370 

In  a  suit  for  satisfiurtion  of  arrears  of  an  annuity,  interest  given  upon  a 
joc^ent  for  securing  it,  and  beyond  the  penalty. 

Operation  of  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  s.  28,  empowering  jury  to  allow  interest 
upon  debts  .  .  .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  193 

Statute  of  limitation  does  not  begin  to  run  until  there  is  a  personal  repre- 
lentatiTe  of  the  debtor        .....        ibid,  197 

Parol  eridence  admitted  to  show  state  of  testator's  property  when  he  made 
hiswiU        .  .  .  .  .  .  ibid.  20S 

Jeffreys  v.  Smith. — (V,  C.  December,  1834.) 

Coal  mines  not  worked,  and  machinery  not  used  for  ten  years,  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  colliery  with  reference  to  the  practice  as  to  opening  biddings  •      381 

Johnson  v.  Burslem. — (K.  C.  April,  1824.) 

Bill  for  account  against  tenant  in  common  twenty  years  after  the  title 
socrued,  plaintiff  having  been  abroad  and  ignorant  of  Ids  right      1  C.  P.  Coop.  502 

Jones  v,  Williams. — (L.  C,  July,  1830.) 

Where  a  material  defendant  has  not  answered,  the  answers  already  filed 
regarded  as  affidavits  •  .  .  •  ibid.  503 

V. •— (^*  0'  November  3,  1837.) 

A  proceeding  between  defendants,  notwithstanding  the  suit  abated  by 
plaintiTs  death  .....  ibid.  488 

Kampf,  H.  B.,  and  others  r.  Thomas  Jones,  Richard  Peyton^ 

John  Parker,  Francis  Bryant  Adams,  and  John  Oram 

AND  OTHERS. — (If.  B.  November  11,  1837.) 

Costs  of  trustees  putting  in  separate  answers  and  appearing  by  different 
lolidtors        ......  ibid.  13 

Kirk  and  another  r.  Cureton  and  others. — (F.  (7.  January 
29,  1838.) 

A  single  woman  transfers  stock  upon  trusts  in  case  she  should  ever  marry, 
for  her  husband  and  children ;  such  transfer  valid,  as  against  her  assignees 
ouder  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act  .  .  .  ibid.  191 

KiRKBYv.  Barton. — {V.  C,  June,  1820.) 

Old  practice.  Question  as  to  permission  to  amend  after  demurrer  allowed, 
that  went  to  the  merits,  and  as  to  the  time  of  making  the  application  for  such 
permission  to  amend  .....  31 

KiRiBYt?.  Dillon. — (F.  C.  February,  1824.) 

Bills  for  equitable  execution      .  .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  504 

Langbam,  Rb.— (X.  C.  July  31,  1846.) 

General  role  thai  the  Committee  of  a  lunatic's  estate,  exceeding  his  autho- 
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lity  in  the  expenditure  of  money,  shall  lumself  p«j  the  coitt  of  tlie  MHwiai 
reference  thereby  occasioned  ,  .  .  •  228 

Latouche  v.  Halford. — (F.  C.  Enff.  March,  1842.) 

Bill  diamissftd  for  want  of  parties— the  absent  parties  hayiog  once  beea 
defendants,  and  having  dismissed  the  bill  for  want  of  proaecutioD — and  there 
having  been,  generally,  little  care  and  activity  in  the  conduct  of  the  suit  39 

Lawrence  v.  Bowle.-— (£.  C.  June,  1845.) 

A  person,  purchasing  from  an  adminisMrix,  under  an  agraement  to  pay 
when  he  is  able,  participates  in  a  devastavit  .  .  .241 

'  V, . — (L,  C  November  9,  10,  and  DeieemherS, 

1846.) 

Such  peraon  must  pay  interest  at  5  per  cent. 
''  Question  as  to  contribution  to  the  costs  between  stich  penon  and  the  ad- 
ministratrix. .  •  •  •  •  241-243 

Lee  v.  Harrison. — (F.  C.  November,  1826.) 

Objection  to  evidence,  which  comes  before  the  case  is  closed,  is  not 
too  late         .  .  .  .  1 C.  P.  Coop.  503 

Lewis  v.  Eley.— (F.  C.  May,  1823.) 

Submission  made  a  rule  of  Court  after  award  .  •  iM.  501 

V.  .— (F.  C.  May,  1823.) 

Under  the  statute  the  submission,  and  not  the  award,  is  to  be  made  a  rule 
of  the  Court  ....••      423 

Lewis  V.  John. — (K.  C  May  8,  Auguat  1,  1838.) 

Mortgagee  not  entitled,  as  against  devisees,  to  the  costs  of  an  action  to  re- 
cover Ills  debt  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  mortgagor  1  C.  P.  Coop.  8 

Form  of  equitable  mortgagee's  decree,  some  of  the  defendants  devisees  o€ 
the  mortgagor  being  infants. 

Equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  copy  of  court  roll  •  .        ibid.  9 

Six  months  given  to  devisees  of  equitable  mortgagor  to  redeem. 
In  default  of  redemption,  sale  directed      .  .  .  ibid.  10 

In  case  of  sale  the  plaintiff's  aubsequent  costs,  and  the  devisee's  costs  of 
the  suit,  reserved  .....  ibid,  11 

Lister  v.  Meadowcroft. — (V.  C,  June,  1824.) 

As  upon  an  objection  for  want  of  parties  at  the  hearing — so  upon  a  demur- 
rer ore  tenus  for  want  of  parties — being  allowed — ^the  practice  of  the  Court 
entitles  the  plaintiff  to  an  order  that  the  cause  shall  stand  over,  with  liberty 
to  amend  by  adding  parties,  unless  the  facts  of  the  case  be  such  as  to  satisfy 
the  Court  that  no  relief  coiUd  be  given  were  such  parties  present  .      372 

Lloyd,  Hester,   v.  Richard  Russell  and  Margaret  his 

wife,  John  Meredith   the  younger,  Winfred  Beavan, 

and  John  Sherrin  and  Emma  his  wife.     {Two  causes.) — 

(M.  R.  March  16,  1838.) 

Parties  added  by  supplemental  bill  where  the  original  bill  might  have 
been  amended;  defendants  to  the  original  bill  not  made  parties  to  the 
supplemental  bill  .  .  .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  258 

Longman  v.  Fyson. — (F.  C.  November,  1829.) 

Notice  is  necessary  to  entitle  a  party  to  read  affidavits,  filed  before  a  petition 
is  answered  or  a  notice  of  motion  is  given — or  made  in  another  cause  •      833 

Love  v.  Fairlie. — {V.  C.  May,  1817.) 

There  may  be  a  dismissal  for  want  of  parties,  when,  if  those  parties  were 
present,  it  is  plain  the  plaintiff  could  have  no  decree  .  .  38 
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Ltds  «.  Crawford.*— (If.  B.  May,  1835.) 

The  Couii  will  not  in  general  proceed  in  the  ahsence  of  the  party  Bolelj, 
or  eren  prindpaUjr,  to  be  affected  by  the  decree  .  •  .      370 

Macnamara  r.  Dbysreux.— (  7.  C.  May,  1825.) 

Bemnrrer  allowed,  plaintiff's  demand  arising  out  of  transactions,  which 
were  a  violation  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act  1  C.  P.  Coop,  4B9 

Magdalkn  Colusgs  v.  Ward. — (M.  B.  December,  1839.) 

Injimction  granted  ex  parte  to  restrain  the  publication  of  the  Statutes  of 
Magdalen  CoUege,  Oxford. 

The  same  dissolved  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer. 

Principle  upon  which  an  ex  parte  injunction  is  granted  .  .      265 

Three  members  of  a  corporation  file  a  bill  on  behalf  of  themselTCS  and  the 
odier  members  ...  .  .      268 

M'!Mahon  v.  Burchell. — (L.  C.  December  4,  1846.) 

An  inquiry  into  a  matter,  constituting  the  defence  to  a  suit,  is  an  in- 
dolgence,  and  should  not  extend  beyond  the  case  alleged. 

Legal  liability,  the  facts  being  kiM>wn,  is  a  question  for  the  Court  and  not 
for  the  Master. 

Question  as  to  the  regularity  of  an  inquiry,  which  renders  it  necessary  to 
mske  parties  to  the  suit  persons,  who  have  no  interest  in  the  subject  of  it. 

Where  there  is  neither  contract  uor  exclusion,  nor  anything  received, 
occupation  by  one  tenant  in  common  creates  no  liability  for  rent  to  the  other 
tenants  in  common  .....  457 

A  written  admission  of  a  party's  liability  maybe  read  in  evidence,  although 
Dot  stated  in  the  pleadings ;  but  the  Court  wUl  not  bind  the  interest  of  the 
psrty  by  such  admission,  vrithout  giving  him  an  opportunity  of  disproving  or 
explaining  it        ......  475 

It  is  aa  order  of  eonrse  to  be  at  liberty  to  prove  viv&  voce  at  the  rehearing, 
an  exhibit  not  given  in  evidence  at  the  former  hearing        .  .  478 

UiRnNDALE^  William^  John  Martindalb^  and  Richard 
Martindalr  9.  Thomas  Lawson,  James  Bell,  and  others. 
-(V.C.Jan.  11,  1838.) 

Motion  to  take  bm  off  the  file,  as  filed  without  authority.  There  being 
anotioii  against  assertion,  the  solicitor  must  abide  by  the  consequences  ck 
hiving  omitted  to  take  a  vmtten  authority      .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  83 

In  such  case  the  costs  of  the  defendants  added  to  those  of  the  plaintiffii    iMd,  85 

Mastermam  v.  Price. — {L.  C.  January  11,  1847.) 

The  general  rule  is  that  a  party  does  not  lose  the  right  of  appeal  by  acting 
TqKm  an  order. 
Observations  upon  the  rule        .  .  •  .  •      358 

[See  also  page  519  of  the  present  volume.] 

-  V,  '     '  — (Z.  C.  January  11,  1847.) 

In  an  interpleading  suit  the  plaintiff  may  read  the  answer  of  a  defendant 
sgiinst  his  co-defendant  .  •  •  •  •      383 

Matthews  v.  Riddell. — {F.  C.  June,  1825.) 

Although  it  is  too  late  to  refer  for  impertinence  an  afildavit,  which  has  been 
iiiswcred,  yet  the  party  filing  it  may  be  ordered  to  pay  the  extra  costs  of 
needless  length  .  ...  .  .  .      334 

Matjdsley  v.  Manchester  Canal  Company. — (V.  C.  February, 
1831.) 

Bonurrer  for  want  of  equity  to  a  bill  by  a  shareholder  in  a  canal  company, 
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to  restrain  employment  of  its  funds  for  converting  tlie  canil  into  a  railroad, 
overruled  •  .  •  •  •  1 C.  P.  Coop.  501 

Maurice  v.  Wainewright. — (F.  C.  November,  1833.) 

Rule  in  sales  before  the  Master  as  to  letting  the  purchaser  into  possession, 
where  the  conditions  are  silent  upon  the  point  •  •  .      378 

Maxwell  v,  Greig, — {M.  JR.  February,  1828.) 

Some  partners  in  an  adventure  held,  under  circumstances,  to  be  precluded 
from  having  an  account  against  agents  appointed  by  their  co-partner  1 C.  P.  Coop.  491 

Mayhew  v.  Brettingham. — (Z.  C,  April  28,  29,  1837.) 

Course  where  very  numerous  exceptions  to  Master's  Report,  which,  re- 
ferring to  the  answer,  affidavits,  account-books,  and  other  documents  laid 
before  him,  but  without  further  distinguishing  the  same,  charged  and  dis- 
allowed  various  sums  of  money      .  .  .  •  ibid.  43 

Mellish  v.  Brooks. — (3f.  B.  December  19,  22^  1838.) 

Short  cause :  costs  of  the  day  .  .  .  ihid.  474 


V. .—(M.  B.  February,  1840.) 


Bill  for  account  and  receiver  by  mortgagee  of  turnpike  tolls  against  the 
trustee  of  the  road.    The  other  mortgagees  are  necessary  parties  .        31 

Miles  v.  Hawkins. — {F.  C.  February,  1826.) 

Where  there  was  neither  representative  nor  assets  of  an  executor,  who  had 
died  indebted  to  the  estate,  for  the  administration  of  which  the  suit  was 
brought,  an  objection  for  the  want  of  such  a  representative  was  ovemled    •      366 

Millar  v.  Major. — (F,  C,  December,  1818.) 

The  Court  will  not  in  a  foreclosure  suit  direct  the  Master  to  tax  the  costs 
of  an  ejectment,  unless  the  bill  states  that  an  ejectment  was  brought  .      550 

MiLLBANK  V.  Stevens. — (F.  C,  June  2,  1838.)  Lateward,  an 
Infant,  v.  William  Schreiber,  Thomas  Handley  and  others. 
— (M.  B.  May  20,  1817.    June  5,  1820.) 

Reference,  under  the  circumstances,  to  Master,  upon  petition  of  tenant,  to  in- 
quire into  expediency  of  abatement  of  rent,  both  for  the  past  and  future  1 C.  P.  Coop.  45 

MiLLMAN  V.  MiNSHULL. — (Af.  jB.  Junc,  1835.) 

Order  for  cause  to  stand  over,  upon  objection  taken  at  the  hearing  for  want 
of  parties,  empowered  the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  bill  so  as  to  render  additional 
parties  unnecessary        ...  •  .        35 

Mole,  Re.— (Z.  C.  July  15,  1846.) 

The  Vice-chancellors  have  jurisdiction  under  Lord  Langdale's  Act  upon 
petitions  for  the  deUvery  and  taxation  of  bills  of  costs  .  .        53 
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^EBYBY — (£.  C.  JUM  16,  1838.) 
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the  principal  to  a  trustee  for  the  surety's  creditors  •  .  ibid.  645 

Principal  debtor  and  sureties  in  a  crown  bond.  The  one  surety  paying  the  bond, 
Older  made  giving  him  liberty  to  put  the  bond  in  suit  against  the  principal 
ddrtor  and  other  surety. 

Sorety  paying  the  crown  debt  has  the  benefit  of  crown  process  against  the  prin- 
cipal .......    ibid.  646 

Cue  where  benefit  of  prerogative  process  denied,  under  the  circumstances,  to  one 

psyuig  a  crown  debt  on  behalf  of  another, 
raioas  paying  the  debt  of  the  crown  ordered  to  stand  in  its  place         .  ibid,  647 

It  is  a  reasom^le  practice  that  he,  who  makes  good  to  the  crown  the  default  of  its 
<iebtor,  should  have  the  same  remedy  that  the  crown  itself  would  have  ibid,  648 
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Gate  ^here  debtor  pinnile  cUtelitrgiBd  unto  Imohmt  DeMon  Aei»  aad  ifter- 

wsrds  erown  debter  pays  the  debt  •  .  •      1  C.  P.  Coop.  M 

Cue  as  to  claim  of  surety  payiag  the  bond  to  be'oooaidefed  t  specialty  etedifor 

of  the  prineipBl   ..«..•  tMd!<  6M 

The  security  subsisting,  the  surety  is  entitled  to  tlie  besett  of  H  agiiiift  Ui  eo« 

suretyi  in  order  to  enforce  contribvlioii* 
Reeognizance  of  receiver  in  the  Irish  Chancery  •    .  .  .    Wd,  €Sl 

Gmc  of  recognizance  of  tenant  of  a  minor's  estate,  in  the  Irisli  diaiieery,  where 

execution  having  issued,  the  anrety  paid  the  debt»  atid  the  tlwriff  eoBteqwaUy 

made  no  levy  or  return       .  .  .  •  •  UkL  ftS4 

Iteeognizance  of  receiver  in  the  Irish  £quity  Exchequer. 

Creditor  entitled  to  benefit  of  surety's  counter  securities  .  i    Uid.  656 

Surety  conpoonding  the  debt  with  creditor,  can  claim  from  priacipd  only  what 

actually  paid       .....  4  011:657 

Marshalling  in  favour  of  surety. 

Appropriation  of  the  payments  made  by  priacipal  debtoif  •  .    IML  €S6 

Contribution  between  sureties  .  •  •  .  Wd,  M 

Principle  of  the  doctrine. 

Where  sureties  bound  by  separate  instruments  .  .  •    ikU.  6d0 

Miscellaneous  cases  •  .  .  •  •  iHd.  Ml 

Surety  may  provide  that  contribution  be  limited  Or  altogether  exeloded  .    t'Mf.  ^9 

Miscellaneous  cases        ......    IML  663 

Said  that  formerly  contribution  between  sureties  not  compdUble  at  common  law. 

Custom  of  London. 
Proportion  which  surety  may  recover  in  assumpsit  •  •  IMi.  664 

When  indebitatus  assumpsit  first  lay  for  surety  against  prindpal    .  •    iML  66i 

Question  as  to  common-law  remedy  for  surety  against  principal  in  andOnt  timet. 
Writ  de  plegiis  acquietandis  ....  MM.  66f 

That  writ  becomes  of  no  great  utility  .  4  •  •    iMd.  668 


Further  remarks  on  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Bjfmondt  .  IM.  6f4 


TABLES   OF  CASES. 


AJpkabetical  List  qf  Cases  upon  the  Question  what  Income  the  Tenant  for  lAfe  of 
Residue  is  entitled  to,  and  when  the  same  is  to  Begin — Abstracted,  Classed,  and 
(^served  i^nm,  1  Reports  temp.  Lord  Cottenham,  pp,  152  to  194. 


Ampblett  o.  Parke,  1  Sim.  275;  S.  C.  4  Russ. 

75 ;  and  2  Ross.  &  Myl.  221. 
Angersteiii  v.  Martini  Turn.  &  Russ.  232. 
Browne  o.  De  Laet,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  527. 
Ctldecott  V.  Caldecott,  1  To.  &  CoU.  C.  C.  312. 
Caumajor  v.  Sohde,  19  Yes.  390. 
Cnach  v.  Cranch,  7  Yes.  141. 
Crawley  v.  Crawley ,  7  Sim.  427. 
Dimes  o.  Scott,  4  Ross.  195. 

DoQglai  9.  Congreve,  1  Keen,  410. 

Ehrin  v.  Elwin,  8  Yes.  554. 

Kntvistle  v.  Markland,  6  Yes.  528. 

hms  9.  Yomg,  9  Yes.  549. 

Fitzgerald  v.  Jerroise,  5  Madd.  25. 

Gibion  V.  Bott,  7  Yes.  89. 

Griffith  V.  Morrison,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  311. 

Hewitt  9.  Morris,  Turn.  &,  Russ.  241. 

Holderv.  Holder,  7  Yes.  146. 

Holland  v.  Hughes,  16  Yes.  Ill ;  S.  C.  3  Mer. 
685. 

Howe  0.  Lord  Dartmouth,  7  Yes.  137. 

Ratchin  v.  Mannington,  1  Yes.  Jun.  367. 

KilTiDgton  V.  Gray,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  396. 

UTeniere  v.  Buhner,  2  Sim.  18. 


Mehrtens  v,  Andrews,  3  Beav.  72. 

MiUs  V.  MUls,  7  Sim.  501. 

Noel  V,  Lord  Henley,  7  Price,  241. 

Parry  v,  Warrington,  6  Madd.  155. 

PoweU  V.  Cleaver,  7  Yes.  142. 

Raymond,  Ch.  J.  and  Yentris,  3  Geo.  II.  1729 

3  Yin.  18,  Plac.  3. 
Sitwell  V,  Bernard,  6  Yes.  520. 
Smith  V.  Wilkinson,  Scton,  74. 
Sowerby  v.  Clayton,  3  Hare,  430. 
Stott  V.  Hollingworth,  3  Madd.  161 ;   S.  C. 

Turn.  &  Russ.  243. 
Stuart  V.  Bruere,  6  Yes.  529. 
Sutherland  v.  Cooke,  1  Coll.  498. 
Taylor  v.  Clarke,  1  Hare,  161. 
Taylor  v,  Ilibbert,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  308. 
Terrier  v.  Sprott,  2  Newland,  Chan.  Prac.  321, 

edit.  1819,  Seton,  76. 
Tucker  v,  Boswell,  5  Beav.  607. 
Yickcrs  v.  Scott,  3  Myl.  &  C.  500. 
Yigor  V,  Harwood,  12  Sim.  172. 
Walker  v.  Shore,  19  Yes.  387 ;  1  Yo.  &  Coll. 

C.  C.  321,  in  the  note. 


^Iphhetical  List  of  Cases  upon  the  Question  when  Parties  in  Contempt  can,  and  ^hen 
tkey  cannot,  be  Heard— Abstracted,  Classed,  and  Observed  upon,  I  Reports  ten^.  Lord 
Cottenham,  pp,  208  to  223. 


Anon.  15  Yes.  175. 

Anon.  V.  Lord  Gort,  1  Hog.  77. 

^t  tf.  Compcrtz,  2  To.  A  Coll.  Exch.  582. 

^ndy,  Re,  1  Moll.  254. 

Cittdl  V.  Simons,  6  Beav.  304. 


Clark  V.  Dew,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  107. 
Cranstown,  Lord,  t.  Goldshede,  2  Yo.  &  Crtl. 

Exch.  70. 
Derry,  Bishop  of,  v.  Tyler,  2  To.  &  C.  Exch.  71. 
Everett  v,  Prythergch,  12  Sim.  363. 
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TABLES  OF  CASES. 


Hall  V.  Darney,  1  Dick.  289. 
Hawkins  v.  Hall,  1  Beav.  73. 
Herring  o.  Cloberry,  12  Sim.  410. 
Hewitt  V.  M'Cartney,  13  Ves.  560. 
HUl  V.  Biasel,  Moseley,  258. 
Howard  r.  Newman,  1  Moll.  221. 
King  V.  Bryant,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  195. 
M'Callum  o.  Beale,  10  Price,  ISO. 
Morrison  v.  Morrison,  4  Hare,  590. 
OdeU  V.  Hart,  1  MoU.  492. 


Petty  V.  Lonsdale,  4  MyL  &  Cr.  545. 
Plombe  V.  Plumbe,  3  To.  &  CoU.  622. 
Ricketts  v.  Momington,  7  Sim.  200. 
Tomer  v.  Dorgan,  12  Sim.  504. 
VaUe  V.  O'Reilly,  1  Hog.  199. 
Vowles  9.  Yoongy  9  Ves.  17S« 
Wenman,   Lord,  Appellant,  v.  OsbaUeitoa 
and  others.  Respondents,  2  Bro.  P.  C.  276. 
Wilson  V.  Bates,  3  MyL  &  Cr.  197, 201 


Stat,  of  Will  IIL^Awards,-^urisdiction  of  the  Court. —Alphabetical  List  of  Cues 
Abstracted  and  Cited  in  Heming  v.  Swinnerton  {the  Argument  and  Notes),  1  Reports 
temp.  Lord  Cottenham,  pp,  386  /o  417. 


Allardes  v,  Campbell,  1  Barnard,  K.  B.  152  ; 

S.  C.  Turn.  &  Ross.  133. 
Anon  V.  MiUs,  17  Ves.  419. 
Auriol  V.  Smith,  Tm-n.  &  Russ.  121. 
Brophy  v.  Holmes,  2  Moll.  1. 
Brown  v.  Brown,  1  Vem.  157;  S.  C.  2  Ch.  Ca. 

140. 
Campbell  v.  Hoar,  1  Barnard,  K.  B.  75. 
Coxeter  v.  Anderson,  3  Vin.  Abr.  134. 
Davis  V.  Getty,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  411. 
Dawson  v.  Sadler,  1  Sim.  &.  Stn.  537. 
Fetherstone  v.  Cooper,  9  Ves.  67. 
Godfrey  v.  Bercher,  3  Vin.  Abr.  139. 
Goodman  v.  Sayers,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  249. 
Gwinnett  v.  Bannister,  14  Ves.  530. 
Harcourt  v.  RamBbottom,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  505. 
Harvey  v.  Shelton,  7  Beav.  464. 
Joseph  and  Webster,  Re,  1  Riijts.  &,  Myl.  496. 
Hampshire  v.  Young,  2  Atk.  155. 


Knox  V.  Simmonds,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  358 ;  S.  C* 

1  Ves.  Jr.  369. 
Lewis  V.  Eley,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  501. 
Lonsdale,  Lord,  v.  Littledale,  2  Ves.  Jr.  451. 
NichoU  V.  ChaUe,  14  Ves.  265. 
Nichols  9. Roe, 5  Sim.  156 ;  S. C. 3  Myl. &K. 

441. 
Pownall  V.  King,  6  Ves.  10. 
Reynell  v.  Luscomb  and  Perrott,  Turn,  ft  iiM. 

135,  in  the  note. 
Smith  9.  Symes,  5  Madd.  74. 
Spettigue  v.  Carpenter,  3  P.  VnXL  361;  aad 

Dick.  66. 
Stcff  V.  Andrews,  2  Madd.  6. 
Ward  V.  Periam,  3  Vin.  Abr.  134. 
Webster  v.  Bishop,  2  Vem.  444  ;  S.  C.  Pne. 

in  Chan.  223. 
Woodley  v.  Johnson,  1  Moll.  394. 


Alphabetical  List  of  Cases  on  the  Rejection,  and  on  the  Reception  and  Effect  of  Evidence 
where  certain  Matters,  and  particularly  Admissions,  Confessions,  and  AckmoW' 
ledgments.  Parol,  and  Documentary,  and  whether  of  Facts,  or  of  Fraud,  or  other 
Conclusions  of  Law,  or  the  Proqfs  thereof,  are  not  put  in  issue — Abstracted,  and 
Observed  upon,  pp.  480  to  509,  1  Reports  temp.  Lord  Cottenham,  and  also  in  the 
Conclusions  drawn  by  the  Author  from  the  various  Authorities  in  the  Books,  pp.  509  to 
532  of  the  same  volume. 


Attwood  V.  Small,  6  CI.  &  Fm.  232. 
Austin  V.  Chambers,  6  CI.  &  Fm.  1. 
Balch  V.  Tucker,  2  Ca.  Ch.  40. 
Bennett  v,  Neale,  Wightwick,  324. 


Bevan  v.  Dike,  2  Ch.  Ca.  3. 
Blacker  v.  Phepoe,  1  Moll.  354. 
Blake  v.  Mamell,  2  Ba.  &  Be.  47. 
Carew  v.  Johnston,  2  Sch.  ft  Lef.  280. 


TABLES  OF  CASES. 
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Chicot  t*.  Lequesne,  2  Yes.  Sen.  315. 
Clirke  V.  Turton,  11  Yes.  240. 
Connop  o.  Havward,  1  Yo.  &  ColL  C.  C.  33. 
Copland  o.  Toolmin,  7  01.  &  Fin.  349 ;  S.  C. 

West,  165. 
Booegall  v.  Iftlialey,  2  MoU.  397. 
Dum  r.  Calcraft,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  56. 
Stfle  V.  Pickin,  1  Ruts.  &  MyL  547. 
Srans  v.  BiekneU,  6  Yes.  174. 

ftrrd  V. ,  1  MoU.  363. 

Titcgenld  v,  O'Flaherty,  1  Moll.  352. 

Gmett  V.  Lord  Besborough,  2  Dm.  &  Wal.457. 

Giakam  v.  Oliver,  3  Beav.  124. 

HaU  V.  Maltbv,  6  Price,  240. 

Hodgson  9.  Thornton,  1  Eq.  Ab.  227. 

Hodditch  V.  Lord  Donegal!,  1  MoU.  364. 


Kilbee  v.  Sneyd,  2  MoU.  230. 
Malcolm  v,  Scott,  3  Hare,  39. 
Margareson  v.  Saxton,  1  Yo.  &  CoU.  Exch.  528. 
Matthew  v.  Hanbory,  2  Yem.  187. 
MuIboUand  v.  Hendrick,  1  Moll.  359. 
Powys  9.  Mansfield,  6  Sim.  565. 
Sidney  v.  Sidney,  3  P.  WiU.  269. 
Smit^  9.  Qarke,  12  Yes.  477. 
Spurrier  v,  Fitzgerald,  6  Yes.  548. 
Stewart  v.  Ferguson,  Hayes,  452. 
Strode  v.  Strode,  2  Ch.  Ca.  196. 
Ward  V.  Periam,  2  Yes.  Sen.  316. 
"^Tialey  v,  Norton,  \  Yem.  483. 
Wheeler  v.  Trotter,  3  Swans.  174. 
Whitley  t.  Martin,  3  Beav.  226. 
Williams  v.  LleweUyn,  2  Yp.  &  J.  68. 


Charities, — Jurisdiction  of  the  Court. — Alphabetical  List — of  Cases  showing  that  under 
the  Statute  of  Charitable  Uses,  43  EUz.  a  Commission  may  be  granted,  the  Visitors  being 
Trustees  also-- of  Cases  showing  that  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  where  Visitors 
hs9e  the  Application  qf  the  Funds,  is  independent  of  the  Construction  of  the  Statute  of 
EUzabeth — (f  Cases  upon  the  Question  how  far  the  Court  will,  in  general,  intermeddle 
with  Charities,  having  Charters  with  proper  Powers — qf  Cases  upon  the  Question  upon 
Eipressions  in  the  Boohs  ascribing  to  Visitors,  in  some  cases,  a  Jurisdiction  apparently 
superseding  that  of  the  Court — qf  Cases  upon  the  Question  of  the  Court  intermeddling 
with  Matters  qf  Management  and  Government,  unconnected  with  the  Revenue  of 
Charities — Abridged  and  Classed,  I  C.  P.  Coop.  pp.  34  /o  41  (a). 


Attorney-General  v.  Bedford  Corporation,  2 

Tes.  Sen.  505. 
Attomey-General  v.  Christchiirch,  Jacob,  474, 

487. 
Attoraey.General  v.  Clarendon,  17  Yese}',  491. 
Attomey-General  v.  Dixie,  13  Yes.  519,  533, 

&39. 
Attoraey-General  v.  The  Foundling  Hospital, 

JVes.  Jun.  42,47. 
Attoraey4Yeneral  v.  Locke,  3  Atkins,  164. 
Attaney-General  v.  Middleton,  2  Yes.  Sen.  328. 
Attoney-General  v.  Price,  3  Atk.  108. 
AttocBcy-General  r.  Smythies,  2  RusseU  & 


Mylne,  717, 737;  S.C.2  Mylne  &  Craig,  142. 
Berkhampstead  Free  School,  Ex  parte,  2  Yes. 

&  Bea.  134,  137. 
Chelmsford  Poor  v.  Mildmay,  Duke,  83 ;  Bridg- 

man,  574. 
Eden  r.  Forster,  2  P.  WiU.  325 ;  S.  C.  GU- 

bert's  Cases  in  Equity,  178;    and  Select 

Cases  in  Chancery,  36. 
Hynshaw  v.  Morpeth  Corporation,  Duke,  69  ; 

Bridgman,  242 
Kirkby  Ravensworth  Hospital,  Ex  parte,  15 

Yesey,  305,  314. 
Sutton  Colefield,  Duke,  68;  Bridgman,  642. 


^^nctUm,  after  Decree  that  Personal  Representative  shall  account,  to  restrain  Creditor 
/row  proceeding  at  Law. ^-^ Alphabetical  List — qf  Cases  where  the  Defence  at  Law  of 
iitcutor,  having  been  such  as  to  entitle  Creditor  ultimately  to  Execution  de  bonis 

(9)  The  student  wiU  bear  in  mind  that  the       Some,  therefore,  of  the  Lists  wUl  be  found  de- 
^  psit  of  this  Toluma  vrns  published  in  1888.       fective  as  regards  recent  cases. 


Ixzxii 


TABLES  OF  CASES. 


propriii,  yet  such  Drfenee  had  in  view  tke  Pratecliom  qf»  Deent—rfmmi  Cnet  m 
which  the  Injunction  has  restrained  Execution  againsi  the  AsseU  ouJbg^  lewMf  tk 
Creditor  at  liberty  to  proceed  against  the  Bepreseniaii9e  permnally  t^Cam  ip«i 
the  Question  as  to  the  Court's  Interference,  where  the  Creditor  has  obiainei 
prior  to  the  Decree — qf  Cases  as  to  the  Creditor's  Costs  at 
to  restrain  him — Abridged,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  pp.  133  to  141. 


Anunymous,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  424. 

Uruok  V,  Skinuer,2  Merivale,  480,  in  the  note. 

CUrke  v,  Um\  Ormonde,  Jacob,  108, 124. 

Curre  v.  Huwycr,  3  Maddock,  456. 

Drowry  v.  Thackcr,  3  Swanston,  529. 

Djfir  9.  Kranlry,  2  Merivale,  482. 

Kgan  V.  Haldwin,  1  Hogan,  195 ;  S.  C.  2  Mol- 

loy,  532. 
Farlow  r.  WiUon,  11  Price,  95. 
KiHdcQ  r.  Pirldeu.  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  255. 
C](»aie  t>.  Fryrr,  3  Urown,  C.  C.  22;  S.  C.  2 

Cox,  201. 
llartling  v.  Kdgt^,  1  Veraon,  143. 
Jonei  9.  Dradihaw,  3  ReiH>rts  in  Chancery,  2; 


S.  C.  2  Freemaa,  153|  NehoB,  74. 
Jones  9.  Jones,  5  Simoiis,  678. 
Kent  V.  Pickering,  5  Simoni,  669;  8.  ai 

Keen,  1. 
Largan  v.  Bowen,  1  Sdioalea  &  UtQf,1H, 
Lee  V.  Park,  1  Keen,  714. 
Lord  9.  Wormleigfaton,  Jaeob,  148. 
Martin  9.  Martin,  1  Yes.  Sea.  211. 
Morrice  9.  Bank  of  England,  Cases  toqm 

Talbot,  218. 
Price  9.  Evans,  4  Simons,  514. 
Rush  9.  Higgs,  4  Vesey,  638. 
Terrewest  9.  Featherbj,  2  Merirale,  480. 


\ 


Alphabetical  List  </  Cases  as  to  Time  within  which  Bill  should  be  fled,  to  ha9eBta(ft 
(if  a  Deeree^Abstracted,  I  C.  P.  Coop,  pp.  197  to  202. 


Uarrington  r.  O'Urifn.  I  Ball,  ft  Be.  173. 
Hniwn  9.  Kvaiii,  2  Tyrwhitt,  389. 
Combrr't  Cams  1  V.  WUl.  76G. 
DuuKlai  9.  Korrrvt,  4  Uing.  680;    S.  C.  1 

MiM>re  ft  P.  0G3. 
Kgremoiit,  I^iml,  9.  llamlHon,  1  Ba.  ft  Be.  516. 
llcrry  9.  DiiiwocMly,  4  Bro.  C.C.  257 ;  S.  C. 

2  Vps.  Juu.  87. 
llulUiigHhrad't  CaHO.  1  Pet»rc  Williams.  742. 
llovvmlirii  9.  I^rtl  Amiesloy,  2  Sch.  ft  Lef. 

607,030,031. 


JoliifTe  9.  Pitt,  2  Vem.  694. 
Murray  9.  Bast  India  Company,  5 

ft  Alderson,  204. 
Onge  9.  Truelock,  2  Moll.  31. 
Pearson  9.  Bekhier,  2  Dick.  601;  4yes.  117. 
Perry  9.  Jenkins,  1  Myl.  ft  Cr.  118. 
Price  9.  Morgan,  2  Cases  in  Chan.  215. 
St.  John  9.  Turner,  2  Vem.  417. 
Webster  9.  Webster,  10  Ves.  93. 
White  9.  Pamther,  1  Knapp,  179. 


Iphabetical  lAst-^qf  Cases  in  Equity  and  at  Law,  as  to  carrying  Beht  beyond 
Penalty— of  Cases  upon  Practice  qf  Courts  of  Equity  and  Common  Law  asto^  . 
Interest  on  Judgments— <f  Cases  as  to  the  Allowance  tf  Interest  upon  the  Arrears  4 
Annuities— of  Cases  in  Equity  as  to  Allowance  of  Interest  upon  Simple  Contract  Debts 
in  General— Abridged  and  Cited,  1  C.  P.  Coop,  pp,  209  to  250  (a). 


Anderson  9.  Dw>'er,  1  Sch.  ft  Lef.  301 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  246 
Anonymous,  1  Salkeld,  154  .  t^.  217 
Anonymous,  2  £q.  Abr.  470    .       ib.  230, 249 


Amott  9.  Redfem,  11  Moore,  209,  218 ; 

S.  C.  3  Bing.  353  1  C.  P.  Coop.  824,284 
Ashenhurst  9.  James,  3  Atk.  270  a.  ISO 
Aston  9.  Gregory,  6  Ves.  151        •      ib.  219 


(a)  See  also  soma  other  Caaes  cited  in  tlie  argument  of  Bgds  r.  Price,  1  a  P.  Coop.  198. 
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AttaMon,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  238 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  214,  216 
Lord  Brtybrooke,  4  Camp- 
•        .        .        .        ib.  234 

,  Haidres,  136     ib.  210 

ffaner,  1  MoU.  87      .        ib.  246 
idUl  Moody  ft  Malkiii,  228 ; 
inington  &  Payne,  376 
ttker,  2  Ves.  Sen.  363      ib.  248 
f.  Lord  Bradford,  2  Ves.  Sen. 

id.  230,  248 
tmtey,  2  P.  Vm.  163       ib.  237 
( Doke  of,  V.  Coke,  1  Dickens, 
ea.  Sen.  116       ib.  240, 242, 248 
iLnoMlel,  1  Reports  in  Chan- 
ts. 209 
rereton,  1  Dick.  278 ;  S.  C. 
'et.  Sen.  661  .    ib.  242 

Ian,  1 W. Blackstone, 373    ib.229 
K  Vlemyng,  7  Term  Reports, 

ib.  233 
auy,  2  Burrows,  1094  ib.  226 
reerter,  1  Keen,  247  ib.  246 

Lord  Fairfax,  1  Peere  WilL 

13.249 
.  Perrot,  2  W.  Blackstone, 

ib.  219 

kMdere,  1  Atkyns,  75       ib.  209 
OTrid,  1  Bing.  368  ;  S.  C.  8 
2        .        .         .        .    t6. 234 
'  Burlington,  1  Peere  Will. 

i*.  247 
ston,  6  Ves.  411,  414,  415 

t^.  210, 215, 226 
•d  Abingdon,  17  Vesey,  106  f6.218 
>]lin8,  Burrows,  820  .  ib.  223 
dieU,  1  Ves.  Jun.  60  ib.  224 
inter,  2  Ves.  Jnn.  157  ib.  246, 249 
owth,  4  Brown,  C.  C.  157, 

1*6.242,245,246,249 
3lton,  3  Carrington  &  Payne, 

td.  230 
ke,  1  Cases  in  Chancery,  23  ib.2l0 
as,  1  Cases  in  Chancery,  226  ib.  209 
td  Bnmskillen,  2  Molloy,  535 

ib.  218 
Mttnan,  3  Rep.  in  Chancery, 
Kdaon,  136      .        .      id.  247 
ReiUy,  3  Price,  250 ;  S.  C. 
Tannton,  244        .        .     ib.  235 
>mpany  v.  Davis,  2  Atkyns, 

ift.  237,  248 


FAGS 

Dunsany,  Lord,  v,  Plnnkett,  4  Brown, 

P.  C.  517  .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  218 
Davall  V,  Terry,  Shower,  P.  C.  15 

ib.  216,  223 
East  India  Company,  v.  Campion,  11 

BUgh,  158,  187  ..  .  ib.  216 
Eastmond  v.  Holl,  3  Price,  219  .  ib.  225 
Eddowes  v.  Hopkins,  1  Dougl.  376  ib.  224 
Elliott  V.  Davis,  Bunbury,  23  ib.  218,  223 
Ellis  V.  Whinnery,  4  Brown,  P.  C.  512  ib.  210 
Entwistle  v.  Shepherd,  2  Term  Rep.  78  ib,  232 
Ferrers,  Lady,  v.  Lord  Ferrers,  Cases  tem- 
pore Talbot,  2  .  .  ,  ib.  237 
Galway  Corporation  v.  Russell,  4  Brown, 

P.  C.  523  .  .  .  .  ib.  218 
Gaunt  V.  Taylor,  3  Myl.  &  K.  302, 309  ib.  229 
Gay  V.  Cox,  1  Ridgeway,  153  .  ib,  242 
Gibson  v.  Egerton,  Dickens,  408  ib.  209 

Godfrey  v.  Watson,  3  Atkyns,  517  ib,  211 
Gospel  Society  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  C.  C. 

316 t3.249 

Grant  v.  Grant,  3  Simons,  340 ;  S.  C.  3 

Russ.  598  ...  .  ib,  216 
Grosrenor  v.  Cook,  1  Dickens,  305 

ib.  209, 249, 250 
Hale  V.  Thomas,  1  Vernon,  349  ib.  211, 216 
Hall  V.  Thomas,  1  Vernon,  349  .  ib.  209 
Hamilton  v.  Houghton,  2  Bligh,  0.  S. 

169,186  ....  ib.  249 
Harrison  v.  Wright,  13  East,  343  ib,  229 
Hellen  v.  Ardley,  3  Canington  &  Payne, 

12 ib.  225 

Hickson  v.  Aylward,  1  Lloyd  &  Goold, 

tempore  Plunkett,  231  .  ib.  231 

Holdipp  V.  Ottway,  2  Saunders,  102, 106 ; 

S.  C.  2  Keble,  624  .  .  ib.  223 
Hughes  V.  Wynne,  1  Mylne  &  Keen,  20  ib.  210 
Jacomb  v.  Harwood,  2  Ves.  Sen.  265  ib.  250 
Jarrold  v.  Rowe,  8  Price,  582  .     ib.  228 

Jeudwine  v.  Agate,  3  Shnons,  129  ib.  219 
Kettleby  v.  Kettleby,  2  Dickens,  514  ib.  209 
Kildare,  Lady,  v.  Hopson,  4  Bro.  P.  C. 

550  ....  ;  ib,  2b0 
Kirwane  v.  Blake,  4  Brown,  P.  C.  532  ib.  219 
Knight  V.  Maclean,  3  Brown,  C.  C.  496 

ib.  210,  223 
Latouche  v.  Fitzgerald,  2  Ridgway,  333 

ib,  210, 214 
Lawrence  v.  Senior,  1  Madd.  Treatise,  766 

ib.  246 
Legatt  V.  Shewell  [Gilbert],  Reports  of 

Cases  in  Equity,  141        .         .        ib.  235 
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Lewes  v.  Morgan,  3  Younge  &,  Jervis,  394 

]  C.  P.  Coop.  214,  231 
Litton  0.  LiUon,  1  P.  WiU.  541  t^.  236 

Lloyd  V.  Hatchett,  2  Anstruther,  525   ib.  209 

V,  Williams,  Bam.  C.  C.  224 ;  S.  C. 

2Atkyn8,  108  .  .  .  ib.  247 
Lord  Lonsdale  v.  Church,  2  Term  Re- 
ports, 388  .  .  .  1*6.210,222 
Lowe  r.  Peers,  4  Burrowes,  2225, 2228  t^.  229 
Lowndes  v.  Collens,  17  Vesey,  27  ib,  250 
Mackworth  v.  Thomas,  5  Vesey,  329  ib.  210 
Marsh  v,  Lee,  2  Ventris,  337  .  ib.  210 
MaxweU v.  Wettenhall,  2  Peere  Will.  25  ib.247 
M'Qure  v.  Dunkin,  1  East,  436  ib.  227,  235 
MeUish  v.  Mellish,  14  Yes.  516  ib.  246 

Meredith  v.  Bowen,  1  Keen,  270  ib.  224 
Morgan  v.  Evans,  8  Bli.  N.  S.  777,  824  ; 

S.  C.  3  Clark  &  Finnelly,  159  ib.  231 

Morgan  v.  Morgan,  2  Dick.  643  i^.  244 

Moore  v.  Macnamara,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  309  ib.  210 
Morris  v.  Dillmgham,  2  Yes.  Sen.  170  ib.  239 
Newman  v.  Auling,  3  Atk.  579  .  ib.  239 
Omichund  v.  Barker,  Ridgeway,  tempore 

Hardwicke,  285  ..  .  t^.  250 
Parker  v.  Hutchinson,  3  Yes.  133  ib,  250 
Peers  v.  Baldwyn,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  611  ib.  211 
Power  V,  Bennis,  2  Ridgeway,  256  ib.  245 
Randal  v.  Everest,  1  Moody  &  Malkin, 

41;  S.  C.  2  Carrington  &  Payne,  577  f6.230 
Robinson  v.  Cumming,  2  Atk.  409  ib,  233 
Rolston  V,  Main,  Skinner,  561         •     i^.  233 


P46I 

Roo  V,  Apsley,  1  Siderftn,442  1 C.  P.Coop.2U 
Sharpe  v.  Lord  Scarborough,  3  Vesey,  557 

a.  211 
Shenton  v.  Jordan,  Bunb.  133  •  A*  230 
Shepherd  v.  Mackreth,  2  H.  Blackstone, 

284 t».m 

Shirley  v.  Lord  Ferrers,  1  Brown,  C.  C. 

41 tft.24S 

Stapleton  v.  Conway,  1  Yes.  Sen.  427  tft.231 
Stewart  v.  Noble,  Yemon  &  Scriven,  528 

f».249 
Stewart  v.  Rumball,  2  Vernon,  509  H.  ill 
Stiles  V.  The  Attorney -General,  2  Atkyni, 

151    (fl) »».24l 

Tait  V.  Lord  Northwick,  4  Yesey,  816  tft.241 
Tew  V.  Lord  Winterton,  3  Qrown,  C.  C. 

489  ...  .  a.ZlOtUk 
Thomas  v,  Edwards,  Anstruther,  roL  2, 

558,  vol.  3, 804  .  .  «  i».t9 
Tunstall  v.  Trappes,  3  Sim.  286,  299  i^  211 
Upton  V.  Lord  Ferrers,  5  Yes.  801  ib,  2M 
Wainwright  v.  Healy,  2  Dickens,  444  ib.nk 
Walker  v.  Bayley,  2  Bosanquet  &  Puller, 

219 t».2il 

Welford  v.  Davidson,  4  Bunrovre,2127  il.227 
White  r.  Sealy,  1  Douglas,  48  ib.  210, 211 
WUbeam  v.  Ashton,  1  Campb.  78  0.222 
WUde  V.  Clarkson,  6  Term  Reporto,  303  0.222 
Winter  v.  Trimmer,  1  W.  Blackstone,  395 

0.222 

Wood  V.  Silleto,  1  Chitty,  473     .      0, 22} 


Alphahetical  List  of  Cases  upon  such  Parts  of  the  Jet  1 1  Geo.  IV.  and  I  WiU.  IV.c,z6$ 

for  altering  and  amending  the  Law  regarding  Commitments  by  Courts  of  Equity  fif 

Contempt,  and  the  taking  Bills  pro  confesso,  as  are  not  Re-enactments  of  Sectumt  4 

the  Act  5  Geo.  U.  c.  25'-Reported,  Abstracted,  and  Cited,  I  C.  P.  Coop. pp.  346  to  357« 


Ansdell  v.  Whitfield,  6  Sim.  356. 
Atkinson  v,  Flint,  5  Sim.  77. 
Baker  v.  Keen,  4  Sim.  498. 
Bamewell,  Lady,  v.  Cooke,  7  Sim.  320. 
Bilton  V.  Bennett,  4  Sim.  17. 
Chalie  v,  Pickering,  1  Keen,  749. 


Davis  V.  Hammond,  5  Sim.  9. 

Godson  V.  Cook,  7  Sim.  519. 

Grant  v.  Hibbert,  8  Sim.  329. 

Handfield  v.  WUdes,  2  Ruas.  &  MyL  91»  92. 

V.  Woolley,  4  Sim.  122. 

Hasluck  V.  Stewart,  6  Sim.  321. 


(a)  The  date  of  this  case  is  March,  1740. 
See  also  Styles  v.  Attomey-Oeneral,  October, 
1789.    A  judgment  creditor  not  entitled  io 


interest  under  a  decree  in  thia  Court.— Wsii» 
132.  Some  authorities  are  there  mentloiN^i 
not  comprised  in  the  present  list. 
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Hodderv.  Haines,  5  Sim.  441. 
Jtmei  V.  Cresswicke,  7  Sim.  143. 
Nehhorpe  r.  Wright,  2  Keen.  253. 
Pitman  v.  Lockyer,  7  Sim.  528. 
PoS^  9.  Pagli,  2  MyL  &  K.  358. 
tener  v.  Tomer,  4  Sim.  497. 


Watkin  o.  Parker,  1  MyL  &  Cr.  370. 
Williams  v,  Parkinson,  5  Sim.  74. 
— ^—  V,  Townshcnd,  6  Sim.  296. 
Wright  V,  Green,  1  Kep.  temp.  Brougham,  1 
S.  C.  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  93. 


Upkabetical  List  of  Cases  t^xm  the  General  Orders  of  the  3rd  April,  1828,  including 
(he  Amendments  and  Additions  qf  the  23rd  November,  1831—^^0  upon  the  General 
Orders  of  the  2lst  December,  IS33^ Reported,  Abstracted,  and  Cited,  1  C.  P.  Coop. 
pp.  386  to  465  (a). 
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ADa  V.  WiUes,  V.  C.  December,  1829 ; 

8.  C.  3  Sim.  274        .     1  C.  P.  Coop.  413 

kdnm%  V.  Walton,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  360  ib.  464 

iigeH  V.  Wescomhe,  1  Mylne  &  Craig,  48 

ib.  394,  395,  432 
.      ib.  403 

ib.  431 
.      ib.  440 

ib.  442 
.       ib.  443 

ib.  445 
.       ib.  446 

td.  452 
•      ib.  457 

ib.  458 
.       ib.  459 


V.  C.  July,  1837 

Y.  C.  March,  1832 

V.C.May,  1834 

y.  C.  Febivary,  1835      . 

y.  C.  Fehmary,  1834 

y.  C.  April,  1836 
—  y.  C.  March,  1834    . 
^—  y.  C.  June,  1835  • 

• V.  C.  May,  1835 

« y.  C.  December,  1835    . 

■ y.  C.  January,  1835  . 

Attomey-General  v.  Clack,  1  MyL  &  Cr. 
367 t^.  387 

-  r.  Cooper,  V.  C.  No- 
vember, 1838  .        .        .        t^.  415 

V.  Jones,  5  Sim.  246  t^.  431 

9.  Kemp,  y.  C.  May, 

1838 ;  S.  C.  8  Sim.  208  ib.  401,  415 

—  V,  Lubbock,  1  Myl.  & 

Or.  264         .        .        .        .         ib.  43S 

—  V.  Nethercoat,  2  MyL 
&Cr.  604         .         .         .         .      ib.401 

-  r.  Nethercoat,  V,  C. 
Jane,  1837        ....     ib.  453 

».  Shore,  6  Sim.  460  t4.450 

hky  V.  Gundiy,  1  Keen,  53  .  ib.  435 
Bnber  r.  Kavanagh,  y.  C.  March,  1834  ib.  418 
Bines  V.  TweddeU,  y.  C.  May,  1838  ib.  440 
Bmett  9.  Gnfton,  8  Simons,  72  ib.  407 
Bualgette  v.  Curlew,  M.  R.  June,  1837  ^6. 4 1 5 
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Bickford  v,  Skewes,  8  Sim.  206 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  392 

— ^ y.  C.  December,  1838 

ib.  441 
Biddulph  V.  Fitzgerald,  1  Sausse  &  Sc. 

434 ib.  437 

Biederman  v.  Seymour,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  117 

ib.  453 
Bird  V.  Hustler  (June,  1831),  1  Russ.  & 

Myl.  325  .  ib.  396,  397*  398,  399 

Boddington  v.  Woodley,  V.  C.  Novem- 
ber, 1838         .         .         .        ib.  444, 448 
Booth  V.  Smythe,  y.  C.  August,  1834    ib.  424 
Boswdl  V.  Tucker,  M.  R.  April,  1837  ; 

S.  C.  2  Keen,  188        .     ib.  412, 448,  449 
Boys  V.  Morgan,  y.  C.  May,  1838        ib.  444 

V.  Trapp,  y.  C.  April",  1838  t*.  429, 454 

Bradbury  v.  Booker,  4  Sim.  325  ib.  393 
Bramston  v.  Carter,  2  Simons,  458  ib.  409 
Brattle  fi.  Waterman,  4  Sim.  125  . 
Brierley  v.  Walmsley,  1  Keen,  141 
Brown  v.  Brown,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  77 
V.  Moore,  2  Sim.  464 


ib.  407 
ib.  445 
ib.  429 
ib.  422 
ib.  400 


Browne  v.  Dunn,  3  Sim.  23     . 
Burgess  v.  Thompson,  M.  R.  June,  1837 ; 

S.  C.  2  Keen,  762  .         .        ib.  427 

Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  6  Sim.  212  ib.  394 

Carden  v.  Manning,  M.  R.  April,  1836 ; 

S.  C.  1  Keen,  380  .        .        ib.  417 

Carr  v,  Appleyard,  L.  C.  July,  1837,  1 

Keen,  725 ;  S.  C.  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  476 

ib.  429,  454 
Christ  Church,  Dean  and  Chapter  of,  v. 

Simonds,  2  Merivale,  467         .        ib.  386 
Cliffe  V.  Wilkinson,  4  Sim.  122        .    ib.  434 


(a)  In  this  list  are  eompriied  all  the  cases       portion  of  these  cases  is  not  to  be  found  else- 
ilrted  from  the  aatbor'a  MS.  notes ;  a  large       where  in  print. 
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Cockbnm  v,  Raphael,  V.  C.  November, 

1829  .  .  .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  438 
CkMke  ».  Betham,  L.  C.  May,  1839      ih.  403 

V,  Davies,  Turn.  &,  Ross.  309    ib,  410 

Cottingham  r.  Potts  (February,  1830)  1 

Russ.  &  Myl.  81  .  .  .  ib.  399 
Cox  V.  Champneys,  6  Madd.  314  ib,  448 
Crooke  r.  Trery,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  168 

ib.  414,  417,  424 
CulUngworth  v.  Grundy,  2  Myl.  &  K.  359 

ib.  451 
Daniel  v.  Austen,  8  Simons,  19      .      ib.  416 
V.  Lord  Falmouth,  M.  R.  Decem- 
ber, 1835         ....        ib.  407 
Daniell  v.  Woodruffb,  Y.  C.  November, 

1838 ib.ibl 

Davenport  v.  Manners,  2  Sim.  514       ib.  409 
Do  Geneve  v,  Hannam,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  494 

ib.  400,  413 
Desanges  v.  Gregory,  V.  C.  February, 

1836 ;  S.  C.  6  Sim.  473  .  .  ib.  458 
Evans  v.  Hughes,  5  Sim.  666     .  ib.  401 

V.  O^en,  2  Myl.  &  K.  382    .    ib.  4b9 

Eyles  V.  Dixon,  Lords  Commissioners, 

May,  1835  ....  td.  465 
Ferrand  v.  Hamer,  L.  C.  December,  1838 

ib.  452 
Femes  9.  Hutchinson,  1  Russ. &  Myl. 22  ib.42l 
Ferren,  Lord,  v.  Shirley,  Y.  C.  April, 

1837  ;  S.  C.  7  Sim.  484  .  ib.  415,  427 
Flight  V.  Jones,  7  Sim.  256  .  ib.  425 
Footner  v.  Figes,  2  Sim.  319  .  .  ib.  436 
Fotbrooke  v.  Balguy,  1  Russ.  &  Mylne, 

624  ;  S.  C.  Tamlyn,  433  .      «  ib.  390 

Fowle  V.  Stanford,  L.  C.  January,  1831  ib.  421 
Freme  v.  Best  (November,  1829)  1  Russ. 

&  Myl.  79 ;  S.  C.  3  Simons,  152  ib.  399 
Fumival  v.  Swann,  M.  R.  April,  1838  ib.  405 
Fyler  v.  Fyler,  V.  C.  July,  1834  .  ib.  453 
Gibbs  V.  Payne,  V.  C.  December,  1833  ; 

8.  C.  4  Sim.  554  ..  .  ib.  436 
Glover  v.  Williams,  M.  R.  June,  1838  ib.  407 
Gover  v.  Lucas,  Y.  C.  August,  1836;  S.  C. 

8  Sim.  200  ...  .  ib.  464 
Grace  v.  Read,  1  Crawford  &  Dix,  498  ib.  420 
Gully  V.  Yan  Bodicoate,  Y.  C.  December, 

1834,  5  Simons,  668  ib.  414,  419,  460 

Hamilton  v.  Patten,  1  Crawford  &  Dix, 

203 f4.398 

Hand  v.  Green  (April,  1831)  3  Simons, 

152 ib.Z90 


Harris  v.  Harriaon,  2  Sim«  431 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  431 
Harrison  V.  Corbold,  y.  C.  June,  1829  H.4» 
Hay  V.  Fair  and  Bowen,  M.  R.  April,  1837 

a.4it 

Hill  V.  Gomme,  L.  C.  November,  1838 ; 

S.  C.  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  503  .         ii.  454 

Hodder  v.  Wise,  1  Lloyd  &  GooM,  tern. 

Plunket,  310  .        .        .         ii.i^ 

IloUings  V.  Kirkby,  Y.  C.  July,  1835  ib.  4» 
Howard  v.  Wallis,Y.  C.  November,  1836  a.404 
Howes  V.  Howes,  1  Beavan,  197  .  ib.  432 
Jefiray  v,  M'Cabe,  1  Rusa.  &  Myhie,  739 

t».  389, 393 
Jersey,  Lord,  v.  Jenkins,  M.  R.  Ftimary, 

1836 0.441 

Jones  V.  Wattier,  4  Sim.  128  .  ib.4A 
Judd  V.  Wartnaby,  M.  B.  June,  1835; 

S.  C.  2  MyL  &  K.  813  .    a.4a 

Kendall  v.  Beckett,  1  Ross.  152  .  tt.  4M 
Lacey  v.  Lacey,  Y.  C.  March,  1835  ib.  4» 
Lantrisant,  &c.  Parishes,  Re,  1  Rosa,  ft 

MyL  25  ....  <*.43f 
Lee  V.  Ravenscroft,  6  Sim.  474  .  H.  441 
Leith  V.  WUdman,  3  Sim.  101  .  0. 411 
Lloyd  «.  Wait,  L.  C.  May,  1889  ib.  403, 4fl 
Lord  Primate  v.  Pentland,  1  Crawford  ft 

Dix,  474  a.  402, 411 

Louth  V.  Tisdall,  1  Crawford  ft  Dix,  91 1^.461 
Marriott  v.  Tarpley,  Y .  C.  Marcb,  1836 ; 

S.  C.  8  Sim.  18  .        .      i*.  4S1 

Maunde  v.  Allies,  L.  C.  April,  1839 1&.426,438 
Meudizabel  v.  Hullett  (March,  1830)  1 

Russ.  &  Myl.  324  .  .  a.S96 
V.  King  of  Spain  (March,1829) 

3  Sim.  152  .  .  .  .  <*.  397 
Milbanke   t.  Stevens,  Y.  C.   January, 

1838 ;  S.  C.  8  Simons,  160  ib.  403, 404 
MiUigan  v.  Mitchell,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  433  t».453 
Miltown  V.  Stewart,  Y.  C.  November,  1837 

ib.  403, 404 
Mitford  V.  Mitford,  L.  C.December,  1830  tft.393 
Mortimer  v.  Fraser,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  173  ib,  434 
Nash  V.  Cochrane,  Y.  C.  Dec.  1834  t'£.  429,454 
Nedby  v.  Nedby,  Y.  C.  February,  1837 ; 

S.  C.  8  Simons,  334  .  .  id.  444 
New  V.  Farmer,  M.  R.  March,  1839  ib.  438 
O'Grady  v.  Barry,  1  Sausse  &  Scully,  371 

t».397 
Ord  V.  Lyon,  Y.  C.  June,  1838  ib.  405,  456 
Orton  V.  Richdale,M.R.  Februar7,1836  t^.40} 


TABLES  OF  CASES. 
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FAOB 

fftufton  V.  BaaHe,  V.  C.  December, 
1834 }  S.  C.  5  Sim.  667  1  C  P.  Coop.  419 
met  9.  Hodgion,  7  Sim.  347  .  ib,  387 
!acock  r.  Sierier,  5  Sim.  553  .  U.  415 
nj  «.  Walker,  M.  B.  Jamuurf,  1837  ib.  430 
ssheDer  «.  Hammell,  3  Simons,  389  ib.  400 
ggott  9.  Garraway,  y.  C.  May,  1838  ib.4H 
U  9.  Watta,  16  Yes.  126  ib.  416 

ltd  9.  Morley,  M.  K.  July,  1835       ib.  424 
Mle  9.  Gordon,  V.  C.  liarch,  1839 

ib.  391,  433,  450 
—  9.  Marsh,  7  Sim.  524  .         ib.  444 

ifttcBbiirjr  v.  Fenton,  6  Simons,  368    ib,  425 

I  1  Reports,  temp. 
Bnmgliam,  60-64  .    t6.  435 

tj  9.  Mackay,  L.  C.  July,  1832  ib.  393 


9.  Lees,  M.  R.  February,  1836 ; 
S.  C.  1  Keen,  14  .  .         ib.  425 

iead  9.  Treacher,  2  Keen,  317        .    ib.  453 
IMS  91.  Sdwardes,  M.  R.  January,  1837  ; 
t.  C.  1  Keen,  465  ib.  451,  455 

fi|g  9.  Wall,  L.  C.  December,  1838 ; 

1 C.  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  505  .  ib.  441 

loiiley  9.  Adams,  8  Sim.  205  t^.  439 

V.  Dight,  6  Simons,  430  ib.  391 

V.  Walker,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  357  ib.  464 

1  Myl.  &  Cr.  359  ib.  464 

Sunw  V.  Birchmore,  3  Myl.  &  K.  572  ib.  434 
haif  9.  Saxby,  V.  C.  August,  1834 ; 

8.C.  7Sim.  140  .  a.  445 

Mey  V.  Lord  Ferrers,  1  MyL&Cr.304t6.  437 
Sktcr  V.  Slatter,  V.  C.  January,  1835  ib.  418 
Mk  V.  Evans  (November,  1829),  1  Russ. 

kUylSO  .        .16.398 

——v.  Hammond,  6  Sim.  10,  15       ib.  434 

9.  Oliver,  L.  C.  July,  1837 ;  S.  C. 

I  Myl.  &  Cr.  165  ib.  422,  424 

— -  V.  Webster,  M.  R.  July,  1837, 
L.C.  Kovember,  1837;  S.  C.  3  Myl.  & 
Or.  244  .        .         ib.  387,  394,  455,  456 


PAOB 

Spain,  King  of,  v.  Hullett,  V.  C.  February, 

1830;S.C.lRuss.&Myl.7  lC.P.Coop.400 

V.  Mendizabel,  5  Sun.  596  ib.427 

Stewart  V.  Service,  1   Lloyd  &  Goold, 

temp.  Pluukett,  303  .  .  16.  406 
Swinfen  v.  Swinfen,  3  Simons,  384  ib.  408 
Tarleton  0.  Dyer  (June,  1829)  1  Russ.  & 

Myl.  i  .  .  .  ib.  396, 400 
Taylor  v.  Bayley,  V.  C.  July,  1834  ib.  447 
V.  Harrison,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  274 ; 

S.  C.  8  Sim.  21  .  .  .  ib.  387 
Tomlinson  v.  Swianerton,  M.  R.  February, 

1836 ;  S.  C.  1  Keen,  9  .  ib.  442 

Trotter  v.  Trotter,  5  Sim.  383  .  ib.  439 
Turner  v.  Hitchon,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  710 ; 

S.  C.  1  Keen,  814  .  .  ib.  440 
Vent  V.  Pacey,  3  Sim.  382  .  ib.  413 
Wagstaff  9.  Bryan,  1  Russ.  &  Mylne,  28  ib.  392 
Walmsley9.  Froude,  1  Rus8.&  Myl.334  i6.419 
Ward  V.  Fitzhugh,  7  Sim.  42  .  ib.  435 
0.  Pomlret,  Lords  Commissioners, 

June,  1835      ....        ib.  436 

V.  Swift,  V.  C.  August,  1834        ib.  423 

Waterton  0.  Croft,  6  Sim.  431  .  ib.  452 
Watkins  0.  Redman,  V.  C.  Nov.  1837  ib.  394 
Weale  0.  Rice,  M.  R.  November,  1834  ib.43% 
Webber  0.  Bolitho,  8  Sunons,  240  t6.  426 
Whalley  v.  Pepper,  8  Sim.  203     ib.  418,  426 

0.  Youde,  L.  C.  Nov.  1831       ib.  409 

Wharton  v.  Swann,  2  Myl.  &  K.  362  ib.  402 
Wheat  0.  Graham,  5  Simons,  570  ib.  389 
White  0.  Smith,  1  Keen,  381  .  ib.  426 
Whitton  0.  Peacock,  3  Myl.  &  K.  325  ib.  435 
Williams  0.  Janaway,  6  Sim.  77  .  ib.  423 
Willoughby's  Charity,  6  Sim.  18  ib.  435 

Woodioffe  0.  Titterton,  8  Sim.  238  ib.  436 
Woods  0.  Woods,  V.  C.  March,  1838  ib.  394 
Wright  0.  Howard,  6  Madd.  106  .  ib.  386 
Wyatt  0.  Sadler,  5  Sim.  450      .  ib.  437 


Aifbtbitieal  Lut  of  Cases  Stated  and  Cited  in  the  Argument  qf  Robinson  v.  Stone. — 
hftmts.  Co-plaintiffs  with  Adults : — Reference  to  Master  to  inquire  whether  the  suit 
it  fw  their  Benefit,  and  if  he  should  find  in  the  affirmative,  whether  the  next  friend  (a 
jMntiff)  should  be  changed.— I  C.  P.  Coop.  p.  369. 


Aaon.  Moseley,  86. 

1  Atk.  570. 

IVes.  Jun.  409. 


Anon.  4  Maddock,  461. 

1  Marshall,  4. 

2  Chitty,  359. 
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PAOB 

King,  The, ».  Clark,  Ck>myns,  388 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  647 
King,  The,  v.  The  Sheriff  of  Surrey,  1 

Tftonton,  159  .  .        1^.586 

Kirby  v.  Doke  of  Marlborough,  2  Maule 

&  Selwyn,  18  ...        a.  638 

Knight  V.  Hughes,  3  Carrington  &  Payne, 

467;  S.  C.  I  Moody  &  Malkin,  247,  U.  662 
Ladbrook  v,  Hewett,  1  DowUng,  488,  t^.  587 
Latouche  9.  Pallas  Hayes,  450  .  ib,  656 
Law  9.  East  India  Company,  4  Vesey, 

824,829,833  .        .        .        t&.  567 

Lawson  v.  Wright,  1  Cox,  275      ib.  659,  662 
Layer  v.  NeUon,  1  Vernon,  456  ib,  664 

Lee  9.  Rook,  Moseley,  318   .        .        ib.  614 
Mactaggart  v.  Watson,  3  Clarke  &  Fin- 

nelly,  525,  526,  541,  542,  ib.  563,  572,  579 
Madox  «.  Jackson,  3  Atkyns,  406  ib.  662 
Margesson  v.  Goble,  2  Chitty,  364  t^.  569 
Marryatts  v.  White,  2  Starkie,  101  ib.  658 
Maurev.  Harrison,  lEquityCasesAbr.  93  td.  657 
Mayhew  9.  Crickett,  2  Swanston,  185, 
189,  192;  S.  C.  1  Wilson,  418,  422, 
423,  424  t^.  563,  570,  575,  581,  615,  661 
Melrill  9.  Glendinning,  7  Taunton,  126 

ib.  587,  588,  614 
MoUe  9.  Roberts,  TothiU,  182 ;  S.  C.  Nel- 
son, 9 ib.  565 

Morgan  9.  Seymour,  1  Reports  in  Chancery, 

64  ....  ib.  618, 659 

Moore  9.  Bowmaker,  2  Marshall,  392,  ib.  593 
Moore  9.  Bowmaker,  6  Taunton,  379; 

and  2  Marshall,  81  .        .        ib.  598 

Morrice  v.  Redwyn,  2  Bamardiston,  K.  B. 

26 ib.  667 

Mure,  Ex  parte,  2  Cox,  63,  74     .        t^.  563 
Nichols  9.  Norris,  3  Barnewall  &  Adol- 

phus,  41  ,        .        .        ,        ib.  610 

Nicholson  9.  Revill,  6  Neville  &  Manning, 
192,  200 ;  S.  C.  4  Adolphus  &  Ellis, 
675,683         .  .        t^.  582 

Nisbet  V.  Smith,  2  Brown,  C.  C.  579, 582 

ib.  566,  612 
Oakeley  9.  Pasheller,  4  Clarke  &  Finnelly, 
207,  233;  S.  C.  10  Bligh,  548,  590 

ib.  573,  574 
Offley  &  Johnson's  case,  2  Leonard,  1 66, 1 6. 664 
Onge  &  Truelock,  2  Molloy,  42  ib.  661 

Orme  9.  Young,  Holt,  84,  86  i^.  563, 592, 614 
Parkhurst  9.  Bathurst,  TothiU,  41         ib.  659 
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Parsons  9.  Briddock,  S  Vem.  608 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  619 
Peebles  9.  Stewart,  Hayes,  90  .  t^.  646 
Peter  9.  Davis,  TothiU,  41  .  .  ib.M 
Peter  9.  Rich,  1  Reports  in  Chancery,  19,iM59 
PhUpot  9.  Briant,  1  Moore  &  Payne,  754, 
760;    S.  C.    4  Bingham,  717,  720, 

i6.569,  571,  609 
Pidcock  9.  Bishop,  5  Dowling  &  Ryland, 
505,  509,  510,  511;  S.  C.  3  BamewaU 
&  CresweU,  605,  609,  610,  611,  t^.  578,579 
Plomer  9.  Long,  1  Starkie,  153  t^.  658 

Prendergast  9.  Devey,  6  Maddock,  124,t6.MS 
Price  9.  Edmunds,  10  BamewaU  &  Cress* 

weU,578        .        .        .        .        a.  189 
Purdon  9.  Purdon,  Hudson  &  Brooke, 

229,248,271         .  id.  617,610 

Ranelaugh   9.   Hayes,  1    Equity  Cases 

Abridged,  78;  S.  C.  1  Vernon,  189  i*.ilS 
Reed  9.  Norris,  2  Mylne  &  Craig,  361, 

374-^376  .        .        .        i».658 

Rees  V.  Berrington,  2  Yes.  Jun.  540, 54S 

ib.  567, 6U 
Rex  9.  Bingham,  2  Tyrwhitt,  46 ;  8.  C. 

2  Crompton  &  Jenris,  130        .        ib.W 
Rex  V.  Bingham,  3  Tyrwhitt,  938 ;  S.  C. 
1  Crompton  &  Meeson,  862  ;  2  Dow- 
ling, 128 ib.  649 

Rex  9.  Clarke,  Bunbury,  221        .        ib.  647 
Robinson  9.  Gee,  1  Yes.  Sen.  251         ib.  606 
Robinson  9.  Wilson,  2  Maddock,  434    ib.  650 
Rushforth,  Ex  parte,  10  Yes.  420         ib.  658 
Saint  John  v.  Holford,  1  Cases  in  Chan. 

eery,  97  ....        i^.  61(1 

Salkeld  9.  Abbott,  1  Hayes  &  Jones,  110,  a.662 
Salkeld  9.  Abbott,  Hayes,  576,  584 

ib.  617,  622,  624,  651.  653,  654 
SaroueU  9.  Howorth,  3  Merivale,  272, 277, 

278,  279         .         .  ib.  563, 569, 614 

Saunders  9.  Smith,  TothiU,  180  .  ib.  56» 
Scholey  v.  Meams,  7  East,  148  .  t^.  59S 
Scott  9.  Lowry,  Hayes,  95  .  .  ib.  62i 
Seabournc  v.  PoweU,  2  Yemon,  11  t^.  61^ 
Shaw  9.  Picton,  4  BamewaU  &  CressweU, 

715;  S.  C.  7  Dowling  &  Ryland,  201,  ib.€&9 
Skip  V.  Huey,  3  Atkyns,  91  t6.  566 

Smith  9.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1  Dow.  272, 

287,296                                    f*.  577,57B 
Smith  9.  Winter,  4  Meeson  &  Welsby, 
454 ib.b75 


TABLES  OF  CASE8. 
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PAOK 

Stefeii$oa  v.  Create,  4  Manning  &  Rjland* 
(61        •        •        .       1 C.  P.  Coop.  587 

StercQioa  v.  Boche,  9  Barnewall  &  Cren- 
weQ,  707  i*.  587 

%^aimg  9.  Forester,  3  BUgh,  O.  S.  575, 
591  .  a.  581, 653, 660, 667 

Stone  w,  Compton,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  142, 
156 t6. 579 

Straton  v.  RastaU,  2  Tenn  Keports,  366, 
370        ...        .         t^.  577, 605 

Smin  9.  Wall,  1  Report!  in  Cbaneerx, 
80 a.  663 

Thackeray  v.  Turner,  8  Taunton,  28     ib,  588 

Thomas  v.  Cooke,  3  Manning  &  Rjland, 
144 ;  S.  C.  8  Bamewall  &  Cresiwell, 
728         .....        t^.  663 

Tbomaa  v.  Young,  15  East,  617  i6.  586 

Twisaint  v,  Martinnant,  2  Term  Reports, 

100, 104,  105  ...        ib.  665 

Treat  Navigation  Company  v.  Harley,  10 

Sast,34, 40  ,  •.  .  .  t^.  563 
Toner  v.  Dairies,  2  Espinasse,  478  ib.  664 
TjDt  V.  Tynt,  2  Peere  Williams,  542  ib.  608 
Tptm  ».  Cox,  Turner  &  Russell,  395  ib.  570 
Udall  V.  Nelson,  4  Neirille  &  Manning, 

637 fl6. 588 

UsderhiU  v.  Horwood,  10  Vesey,  209, 
226        ...        .         ii>.  660, 673 


PAOK 

Vernon  v.  Tnrley,  4  Dowling,  660;  1  Tyr- 
whitt  &.  Granger,  421 ;  and  1  Meeson 
&  Welsby,  316        .        1  C.  P.  Coop.  589 

Wade  V.  Coope,  2  Simons,  155    .        ib.  617 

Ward  V.  Henley,  ITounge  &  Jervis,  285,t6.605 

Ware  v.  Horwood,  14  Vesey,  28,  31,  34 

ib,  661,  665 

Waterhouse  ».  Saltmarsh,  Hobart,  263,  ib.  653 

West  V,  AshdowB,  7  Moore,  566 ;  S.  C. 
1  Bingham,  164      .        .        .        ib.  586 

Whitfield  9.  Hodges,  1  Tyrwhitt  &  Gran- 
ger, 1061,  1064  J  S.  C.  1  Meeson  ^ 
Welsby,  679,  68}     .        .        i6.  587,  588 

Williams  v,  Rawlinson,  10  Moore,  362 ; 
S.  C.  3  Bingham,  71        .        .        ib.  659 

Willison  r.  Whittaker,  7  Taunton,  53 ; 
S.  C.  2  MarsbaU,  383      .        .        ib.kU 

Woffington  V.  Sparks,  2  Vesey,  Sen.  569 

ib.  566,  612,  622,  624,  672 

Woods  «.  Creaghe,  2  Hogan,  50,  53     ib.  654 

Woosuam  v,  Pryce,  3  Tyrwhitt,  375 ;  and 
1  Crompton  &  Meeson,  352      t^.  587,  589 

Wormleighton  &  Hunter's  case,  Godbold, 
243 1*6.659 

Wright  9.  Morley,  11  Vesey,  12,  22 

ib.  614,  619,  625,  657 

Wright  9.  Simpson,  6  Vesey,  714,  734 

t^.  563,  567,  613 


t*iit  of  Cases  in  the  Printed  Rq)orts  stated  from  MSS.  in  the  Author^s  Possession^  or 
from  Notes  takem  by  the  Author — Aho  of  Miscellaneous  Cases  in  the  Printed  Reports 
mmsiumed  to  be  overruled,  or  which  are  abstracted,  or  upon  which  Observations  are 
made,  but  which,  in  general,  are  not  Comprised  in  the  foregoing  lAsts  {pp.  Ixxiz  to 
Xci).  it^fo  of  some  MS.  Cases  in  the  Author's  Possession  mentioned  but  not  other- 
wise used — Vol.  I.  Reports  temp.  Lord  Cottenham,  and  Vol.  I.  Reports  of  some  Cases 
•drudged  in  the  Courts  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  Ftce-CAan- 
cellor,  in  the  years  1837 — 1838. 


PAOK 

Anierstein  r.  Martin,  Turn.  &  Russ.  232 

1  Temp.  Cott.  174 
Aimsndale  v.  Annandale,  2  Ves.  Sen.  381 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  69 

ison.  L.  C.  January,  1840  .        •        ib.  487 

Anon.  1  Ves.  Jun.  93         1  Temp.  Cott.  280 

Ass^h  r.  Noel,  1  Madd.  310 ;  S.  C.  19 

Vtt.573        .         .        1  C.  P.  Coop.  112 

Aa^y,  re,  1  Russ.  &  MyL  371     *         t^.  69 
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Atkins  V.  Farr,  1  Atk.  287, 1  Temp.  Cott.  544 
Bariatinski,  re,  1  Phill.  442  .  ib.  67 

Bent  9.  Reynolds,  M.  R.  January,  1838 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  470 
Berresford  9.  Adair,  2  Cox,  156 

1  Temp.  Cott.  285 
Blacker  v.  Phepoe,  1  Moll.  354  .  ib.  556 
Blount  V.  Winter,  July,  1781  .  t^.  536 
Brophy  9.  Holmes,  2  Moll.  1       .        ib.  363 
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PA6S 

Browniiig  v.  Barton,  2  Dick.  508 

1  Temp.  Ck>tt.  59 
Bush  V,  Weston,  Prec.  in  Ch.  530 

1  C.  P.  Ck)op.  328 
Buxton  9.  Buxton,  1  C.  P.  Ck>op.  107 

1  Temp.  Cott.  169 
Cowley  V.  Cowley,  Y.  C.  June,  1838 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  125 
De  Geneve  v,  Hannam,  1  Russ.  &  Myl. 

494  ...  1  Temp.  Cott.  343 
De  Tastet  v,  Bordenave,  Jac.  516  ib,  361 
Dixon  V.  Allen,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  492  ib,  44 
Dixon  V.  Olmius,  1  Yes.  Jun.  153  ib,  203 
England  v.  Downes,  6  Beav.  281  ib.  60 

Evans  v.  Bicknell,  6  Yes.  174  .  ib.  480 
Fife  V.  Clayton,  13  Yes.  546  .  ib.  351 
Fmdn9.HiU,2Bro.P.C.194  .    td.  423 

Finch  V.  Resbridger,  2  Yern.  390 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  328 
Fitzgerald  o.  O'Flaherty,  2  Moll.  394 

1  Temp.  Cott.  556 
Fitzgerald  v.  O'Flaherty,  1  Moll.  350,  ib.  557 
Franco  v.  Franco,  3  Yes.  75  .  ib.  367 
Gardner  v.  Rowe,  5  Russ.  258  .  ib.  363 
Goodman  v.  Sayers,  2  Jac.  &  Wal.  249  ib.  410 
Griffiths  V.  Bateman,  temp.  Finch,  334,  ib.  47 
Guernsey  v.  Rodbridges,  Gilb.  Eq.  Ca.  3 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  328 
Haggett  V.  Welsh,  1  Sim.  134 

1  Temp.  Cott.  420 
Hancom  v.  Allen,  2  Dick.  498  .  ib.  162 
Harcourt  v.  Ramsbottom,  1  Jac.  &  Wal. 

505  ....  .  ib.  408 
Harrison  v.  Hindes,  Y.  C.  June,  1836 

1  C.  P.  Coop.  119 
Herring  v.  Cloberry,  12  Sim.  410 

1  Temp.  Cott.  214 
Higgins  V.  Mills,  5  Russ.  287  ib.  478 

Hill  V.  Filkin,  2  P.  Will.  6  .  ,  ib.  437 
Hill  V.  Filkin,  9  Mod.  154  .  .  ib.  440 
Hill  V.  Filkin,  10  Mod.  536 ;  S.  C.  Select 

C.  C.  22  .        .         .        .        ib.  442 

Hill  V.  Kirwan,  Jac.  164      .        .  t^.  44 

Holjambe  v.  Willoughby,  2  Sim.  &  Stu. 

165        ..        .  1  C.  P.  Coop.  69 
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LORD  CHANCELLORS,  LORD  KEEPERS,  LORD 
COMMISSIONERS  OF  THE  GREAT  SEAL,  AND 
MASTERS  OF  THE  ROLLS,  FROM  THE  BEGIN- 
NING  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  QUEEN  ELIZABETH 
TO  THE  PRESENT  TIME. 

It  may  perhaps  be  thought  that  the  ensuing  Table  would 
We  been  sufficiently  useful  had  it  commenced  with  the 
Restoration.  But  the  design  of  the  table,  of  course,  is  to 
enable  the  reader  of  the  Chancery  Reports  to  ascertain 
who  presided  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  when  particular 
cases  were  determined.  Now  the  regular  series  of  Chan- 
cery Reports  may  be  considered  as  commencing  with  Carey 
and  Tothill.  In  Carey  are  numerous,  and  sometimes  in- 
teresting, decisions  of  Lord  Ellesmere.  In  Tothill  we  have 
notes  of  cases  in  the  reigns  of  Elizabeth,  James  I.,  and 
Charles  I.  The  notes  are  indeed  provokingly  concise ; 
hut  they  have  been  often  found  useful,  as  indicating  the 
existence  of  authorities  in  the  Registrars'  Books,  from  which 
light  has  been  thrown  upon  the  rise  and  progress  of  some 
obscure  points  of  equity  lore.  In  Nelson's  Reports  are 
DMtny  special  cases  decided  by  Lord  Coventry,  together 
with  a  few  decided  by  Lord  Littleton,  and  by  the  Par- 
liamentary Conmiissioners.  The  first  volume  of  Reports 
^  Chancery  contains  special  cases  during  the  whole  of 
the  reign  of  Charles  I.,  and  some  in  several  years  of  the 
Commonwealth.  The  third  volume  of  Reports  in  Chan- 
el pages  49 — 54,  also  contains  a  few  additional  cases 
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determined  in  the  reign  of  Charles  I.  and  a  few  that  came 
before  the  Parliamentaiy  Commissioners.  It  is  true  that 
Carey,  and  Tothill,  and  Nelson,  and  Reports  in  Chancery, 
are  but  seldom  quoted  in  Court ;  but  reference  is  not  un- 
frequently  made  to  them  in  chambers,  and  a  Table  of  the 
kind  here  printed  is  not  less  required  for  the  convMient 
use  of  those  volumes  than  of  the  volumes,  which  contain 
the  series  of  subsequent  decisions,  com^ienciBg  the  12 
Charles  II.  1660. 

The  Table  had  its  beginning  when  the  writer  was  yet  the 
Pupil  of  an  Equity  Draughtsman.  The  first  rudiment  of  it 
was  a  corrected  copy  of  a  list  of  the  Lord  Chancellors, 
Lord  Keepers,  and  Lord  Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal, 
with  the  dates  of  their  respective  appointments,  from  the 
year  1530,  prefixed  to  the  Reports  of  Dickens,  with  the 
addition  of  memoranda  gleaned  from  the  printed  Reports. 
This  rudiment  was  soon  improved  and  enlarged  by  the 
acquisition — of  the  Catalogue  by  J.  P.[hilipot,]  "  Sum- 
merset Herald,'*  published  in  1636  (a)— of  the  Catalogue 
appended  to  Selden*s  Discourse  touching  the  Office  of  Lord 
Chancellor,  published  in   1671  {b) — of  Spelman*8   Glos- 

(a)  '*  The  Catalogue  of  the  Chan-  Adam  de  Osgodby  Clerk,  2drd  Ed- 

cellors     of    England,     the     Lord  ward  1  at;  and  ends  with  Sir  Dudley 

Keepers   of   the   Great    Seal,  and  Digges. 

the  Lord  Treasurers  of  England,  (b)  ''  A  True  Catalogue  of  Lord 

with  a  collection  of  divers  that  have  Chancellors  and  Keepers  of  the  Greit 

been  Masters  of  the  Rolls." — It  is  Seal  of  England,  from  the  Normaa 

in  small  4to.      The  Catalogue  of  Conquest   until   this   present  year 

Chancellors  begins  with  Turketill,  1671." 

who  was  Chancellor  to  King  Ethel-  This  catalogue  is  by  Dugdale.  It  is 
bald  ;  and  ends  with  Lord  Keeper  not  appended  to  the  Diacourae  touch- 
Coventry.  The  Catalogue  of  the  ing  the  office  of  Lord  Chancellor, 
Masters  of  the  Rolls  begins  with  printed  in  Selden's  works.     It,  in 
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aary,  published    in   1687(a) — of  the  lives   of  all  the 

Lord  Chancellors,  by  an  Impartial  Hand,  published  in 

1712  (Jb) — of  the  Chronica  Juridicialia,    [the  edition  of 

1739]  (c)  :    and    lastly   of  Dugdale's    great   work,   the 

Origines  Jurididales. 


bet,  fonns  part  of  the  Besoscitatio 
[or  MngiDg  into  pnblick  light  sereral 
lieees  of  the  works  of  Lord  Bacon.] 

T!iere  is  this  account  of  it  prefixed 
bj  the  printer  to  the  second  Yolome 
rftltitwork.  ''There  is  bound  at 
thiend  of  this  Tolume  a  little  tract, 
kdag  a  Brief  Discourse  touching  the 
(MkeofLord  Chancellor  of  England, 
wntten  by  the  learned  John  Selden, 
of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq,,  and  dedi- 
ortBd  by  him  to  Sir  Francis  Bacon, 
Uid  Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal  of 
England ;  ti^ther  with  a  Catalogue 
of  LordChanoeUors  and  Lord  Keep- 
cm  of  the  Great  Seal  of  England, 
km  the  Norman  Conquest  until 
An  present  year,  1671»  by  William 
Dagdak,  Esq.,Norroy  Kingof  Arms: 
which  I  do  not  own  to  be  my  Lord's, 
piOfd  Bacon's]  but  being  pertinent 
to  his  works,  I  have  bound  it  with  a 
blttke  lea(  to  separate  it  from  his 
Lordship's  works.'' 

Dagdale's  name  being  on  the  title 
pige,  the  booksellers  have  found  it 
pnfitable  to  detach  the  Discourse 
nd  Catalogue  from  the  Besnsdtatio. 
Hcnee  it  is  often  met  with  as  a 
iqiartte  book,— 4hin  folio. 

(a)  See  the  article  ''Cancellarins." 
*-"  Scries  Cancellariorum  Anglite; 
aon  dicam  absoluta,  nam  in  hoc 
dtsodeiit  alii,  &c."— The  series  be- 


gins with  ''Turketulus  Cancellarius 
Edw.  sen.  qui  obiit  924 ;"  and  ends 
with  "  Gkorgius  Jeftryes,  Baro  de 
Wem,  Capitalis  Angliae  Justiciarius* 
traditione  M.  Sigilli,  summus  An- 
gliie  CanceUarius  constitutus,  Not. 
1685." 

(b)  "  The  Lives  of  all  the  Lords 
ChanceUors,  Lords  Keepers,  and 
Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Ghreat 
Seal  of  England,  from  William  the 
Conqueror  to  the  present  time  i  but 
more  at  large  of  those  Two  Great 
Opposites,  Edward  Earl  of  Claren- 
don, and  Bulstrode  Lord  Whitlock, 
with  a  parallel  of  their  actions :  to 
which  is  added,  an  Appendix  of 
many  rare  and  valuable  Speedies, 
Letters,  &c.,  referring  to  the  said 
Lives." — 2  vols.  8vo. 

(c)  ''Chronica  Juridicialia,  or  a 
General  Calendar  of  the  Years  of 
our  Lord  God,  and  those  of  the 
several  Songs  of  England,  from  the 
first  year  of  William  the  Conqueror, 
to  the  year  1739 ;  together  with  a 
Chronological  Table  of  the  Names 
of  all  the  Lord  Chancellors  and  Lord 
Keepers  of  the  Great  Seal  of  Eng- 
land^  Justices  of  the  King's  Bench 
and  Common  Pleas,  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer,  and  Seijeants  at  Law, 
&c. ;  with  a  Table  of  all  their 
Names,  alphabetically  disposed  for 
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The  wide  gap  during  the  Commonwealth,  (Dominante 
PerdueUione  lustitium,)  which  the  loyalty  of  the  Norroy 
King  at  Arms  would  not  permit  him  to  fill  up,  was  prin- 
cipally supplied  from  Beatson's  Political  Index  (a),  from  the 
Journals  of  Parliament,  and  from  Whitelocke's  Memorials. 
With  the  exception  of  some  alterations  made  in  1826, 
upon  the  publication  of  Mr.  Woolrych's  Series  of  the  Great 
Law  Officers  (i),  the  manuscript  remained  until  recently  in 


the  greater  ease  of  the  peruser ;  and 
the  years  hoth  of  our  Lord  and 
the  King  joined  with  them." — One 
Tol.  8yo.  This  hook  first  appeared 
in  1685.  The  edition  of  1739, 
although  called  the  third  edition, 
does  not  differ  from  the  first  edition, 
except  that  it  has  a  new  Title  Page, 
(in  which  the  hook  is  alleged  to  he 
an  ahridgment  and  continuation  of 
Dugdale's  Origines  Juridiciales), 
and  an  Appendix  from  1685  to  1739. 
The  student  may  profitably  read  the 
short  "  Instruction  to  the  Reader  for 
his  better  Understanding  of  the 
Usefulness  of  this  Book." 

(a)  "A  Political  Index  to  the 
Histories  of  Great  Britain  and  Ire- 
land ;  or  a  Complete  Raster  of  the 
Hereditary  Honours,  Public  Offices, 
and  Persons  in  Office,  from  the 
earliest  periods  to  the  present  time." 
— 3  vols.  8vo.  1806.  In  the  first 
Tolume  of  this  very  useful  work  is 
a  List  of  the  Lord  High  Chancellors 
of  England,  beginning  with  Maurice, 
afterwards  Bishop  of  London,  1067. 
In  the  second  volume  are — a  list  of 
the  Justiciars  of  England,  beginning 
with  Odo,  Bishop  of  Bayeux,  1067 


— a  list  of  the  Chief  and  Puisne 
Justices   of  the  Court  of  King^a 
Bench,  the  former  beginning  with 
Nicholas  Hanlow,  Oct.  3,  1258,  the 
latter  with  Alanus  le  Zoush,   1250 
— a  list  of  the  Chief  and  Pnisiie 
Justices  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  the  former  beginning  with 
Robert  de  Ros,  July  6,  1233^  the 
latter  with  Robert  de  Bellcliamp» 
July,  6th,  1233~a  list  of  the  ChieT 
and  other  Barons  of  the  Exchequer, 
the  first  of  the  Chief  Barons  being 
Alanus    de    Watsand,  1247 ;    and 
the  first  of  the  other  Barons  being 
Peter  de  Rievallis,  June  16,  1253 — 
a  list  of  Masters  in  Chancery,  from 
the  year  1660 — a  list  of  Masters 
of  the  Rolls,  beginning  with  Adam 
de  Osgodeby,  Oct.  1,  1291— a  list 
of  Attorneys  General,  beginning  with 
WilUam  de  Gisilham,  1278— a  list 
of  Solicitors  General,  beginning  with 
Richard  Fowler,  March,  12,  1461— 
a  list  of  Serjeants  at  Law,  b^;inning 
with  Sir  Orlando  Bridgman,  May 
31,  1660. 

{b)  Mr.  Woolrych's  little  volnme 
is  entitled  "  A  Series  of  the  Lords 
Chancellors,  Keepers  of  the  Great 
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the  same  state,  in  which  it  was  thirty  years  ago.     It  has 
now  been  revised  with  reference  to  Mr.  Hardy's  Catalogue, 


Seal,  Masters  of  the  UoUs,  Vice- 
Cbancellors,    Chief    Justices,    and 
Judges  of  the  Courts   of  King's 
Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exche- 
quer, with  the  Attorneys  and  Soli- 
citors General  of  England,  from  the 
Beign  of  Queen  Elizabeth  until  the 
Present  Day,  with  their  Promotions, 
Detths,  or  Resignations."     A  small 
somber  of  copies  only  was  printed, 
and  the  edition  is  not  yet  exhausted. 
Itb  singolar  that  the  profession  should 
not  seem  to  require  such  a  work.  Mr. 
Hudy's  publication  (presently  men- 
tbned)  is  confined  to  the  Chancery 
Officers :  hut  a  Manual  of  the  names 
of  die  Judges  of  the  Common  Law 
Courts  seems  equally  indispensable. 
Ii  the  law  so  exact  a  science,  that  it  is 
immaterial  to  know  what,  in  West- 
minster Hall,  is  thereputation  enjoyed 
hj  the  judges,  whose  decisions  we  are 
edied  upon  to  consider,  for  the  pecu- 
liir  qualities  and  learning  required  for 
anring  i^  correct  legal  conclusions  ? 
The  Americans,  who  certainly  are 
not  behind  us  in  the  scientific  cul- 
thntioii  of  the  law,  hare  nererthe- 
ksB  long  since  had  aids  of  this  kind. 
They  i%htly  think,  that  whateyer 
Bay  be  the  intrinsic  merits  of  a 
judgment,  a  deshre  to  be  informed  by 
iduym  it  was  pronounced,  is  not 
mere  antiquarian  curiosity. 

In  1834  there  was  published  at 
Cambridge,  Massachusetts,  by  Mr. 
Gibhs  of  Dane  Law  College,—''  The 
Jndidal  Chronicle,  being  a  List  of 
the  Judges  of  the  Courts  of  Common 


Law  and  Chancery  in  England  and 
America,  and  of  the  Contemporary 
Reports  from  the  Earliest  Period  of 
the  Reports  to  the  Present  Time.'* 
There  is  prefixed  to  this  work  the 
following  testimonial  of  its  merits  by 
the  late  Professor  Story : — "  I  have 
examined  with  considerable  care  the 
work  of  Mr.    Gibbs,   entitled  the 
Judicial    Chronicle,     and     am    of 
opinion  that  it  merits  great  pruse 
for  its  accuracy,  completeness,  and 
clear  order.     I  consider  it  a  highly 
valuable  present  to  the  profession, 
and  of  doily  utility  to  those,  who  are 
desirous  of  exact  knowledge,  espe- 
cially in  consulting  the  old  reporters. 
In  citing  cases  from  the  Year  Books 
it  is  almost  indispensable,  as  there 
rarely  exist  any  other  means  than 
by  reference  to  a  work  of  this  sort, 
to  ascertain  what  are  the  dicta  of 
counsel,  and  what    of   the  Court. 
I  know  of  no  work  at  all  comparable 
to  that  of  Mr.  Gibbs  in  extent  and 
variety  of  information,  and  so  well 
fitted  for  daily  use.'*    The  writer  has 
had  the  Judicial  Chronicle  in  con- 
stant use  for  upwards  of  ten  years, 
and  gladly  embraces  the  occasion  of 
stating   that  (with    the    exception 
mentioned  in  the  Appendix,  post, 
p.  588)  he  has  found  the  work  fully 
deserving    of  Mr.  Justice  Story's 

eulogy.  

Reference  is  sometimes  made  to 
Dr.  Peter  Heylyn's  "  Help  to  Eng- 
lish History,"  first  published  in 
1640,  as  containing  a  catalogue  of 
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(a  book  which  ought  to  be  on  the  table  of  every  reader  of 
English  History  and  Law)  (a),  and  to  the  Extracts  finom 
the  Close  Rolls  respecting  the  transfer  of  the  Great  Seal  in 
Lord  Langdale's  collectioni  which  have  been  printed  by 
Lord  Campbell  in  his  Lives  of  the  Chancellors. 

The  part  of  the  author's  MS.,  which  comprises  the  period 
of  the  Commonwealth,  differs  in  several  places  as  to  the 
persons  appointed  Commissioners,  and  the  dates  of  their 
appointment,  both  from  Mr.  Woolrych  and  Mr.  Hardy. 
Any  attempt  at  verification  would  be  incomplete  without 
an  examination  of  the  Records,  to  which  Mr.  Hardy  had 
access ;  and  that  is  impossible.  The  author  has,  therefore, 
throughout  the  period  of  the  Commonwealth,  followed 
Mr.  Hardy,  for  whose  accuracy  in  his  present  publication 
the  accuracy  of  all  his  former  publications,  is  a  most  satis* 
factory  guarantee. 

the    Lord    Chancellors   and    Lord  Period;  Dates  and  Abstracts  of  their 

Keepers  of  the  Great  Seal.    The  Patents ;  Fees,  and  Allowaooes  ftom 

edition  of  1773  (the  best  edit.)  con-  the  Crown,  Tenures  of  Offices,  Refe- 

tains  no  such  catalogue.  rences  to  the  Records  and  Patents 

— ~  of  Precedence.  Also  a'  Chrooo-i 
This  note  must  not  be  brought  to  logical  Table  of  the  Law  Officers, 
a  close  without  notice  of  the  Chroni-  with  the  Promotions,  Deaths,  or 
de  of  the  Law  Officers  of  Ireland,  Resignations,  from  the  Reign  of 
published  by  Mr.  Constantino  J.  Queen  Elisabeth  to  the  Present 
Smyth,  B.A.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn.  It  Time.  Judges'  Salaries  in  1690,  and 
is  entitled  "  Chronicle  of  the  Law  as  fixed  by  2  &  3  Will.  IV.,  with  an 
Officers  of  Ireland,  containing  lists  Outline  of  the  Legal  History  of  Irt-. 
of  theLordsChancellors,  and  Keepers  land."  1 2mo.  1839. 
of  the  Great  Seal,  Masters  of  the  (a)  "  A  Catalogue  of  Lords  Chan- 
Rolls,  Chief  Justices,  and  Judges  of  cellors,  Keepers  of  the  Great  Seal, 
the  Courts  of  King's  Bench,  Common  Masters  of  the  Rolls,  and  Principal 
Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  Attorneys  Officers  of  the  High  Court  of  Chan« 
and  Solicitors  General,  with  the  eery."  8vo.  1843.  250  copies  only 
Serjeants-at-law  from    the  Earliest  printed. 
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The  author  had  appended  to  his  manuscriiit  numerous 
notes,  consisting  for  the  most  part  of  passages  taken  from 
different  historical  and  biographical  writers.  Of  these 
notes  a  few  of  the  most  miscellaneous  have  been  retained ; 
wiih  what  design  the  practitioner  who  may  use  the  Table 
will  probably  discover.  It  has  not  been  thought  requisite 
to  give  the  dates,  wMn  the  transfer  of  the  Great  Seal  took 
place  in  consequence  of  the  resignation  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor or  Lord  Keeper. 

As  the  title,  by  which  a  Judicial  Officer  ultimately  became 
known,  has  been  used  throughout  the  Table,  it  may  be 
mentioned,  for  the  convenience  of  the  student,  that  the 
Lord  Egerton  of  Carey's  Reports  (Sir  Thomas  Egerton) 
and  Lord  EUesmere  are  identical — ^that  Lord  Northington 
previously  to  his  being  created  an  Earl  (in  May,  1764) 
was  Baron  Henley — ^that  the  title  of  Lord  Bathurst,  during 
the  early  part  of  his  Chancellorship,  was  Lord  Apsley.  (See 
post,  page  542,  in  the  note) — ^that  Lord  Loughborough  is 
m  Westminster  Hall  frequently  called  by  his  subsequently 
(1801)  acquired  title  of  Lord  Rosslyn;  and  that  Lord 
Ahranley,  while  Master  of  the  Rolls,  was  Sir  Richard 
Pepper  Arden,  the  peerage  not  having  been  conferred  till 
1801,  when  he  was  appointed  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court 
of  Conunon  Pleas.  Some  generations  of  lawyers  must  yet 
pass  away,  before  it  will  be  considered  necessary  to  state 
that  Lord  Lyndhurst,  while  Master  of  the  Rolls,  was  Sir 
John  Singleton  Copley ;  and  that  Lord  Cottenham,  whilst 
Master  of  the  Rolls  and  Chief  Commissioner  of  the  Great 
Seal,  was  Sir  Charles  Christopher  Pepys. 

Two  calculations  have  generally  existed  in  England  for 
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the  commencement  of  the  year,  viz. :  1, — The  Historical 
Year,  which  has  for  a  very  long  period  b^un  on  the  1st 
of  January  (a).  2, — ^The  Civil,  Ecclesiastical,  and  L^al 
Year,  which  was  used  by  the  Church,  and  in  all  public 
instruments,  until  the  end  of  the  thirteenth  century,  began 
at  Christmas.  In  and  after  the  fourteenth  century,  it  com- 
menced on  the  25th  of  March,  and  s#  continued  until  the 
1st  of  January,  1753(A). 

In  the  original  draft  of  the  Table,  and  in  the  additions 
and  corrections  since  made,  the  Historical  Year  has  been 
uniformly  adopted.  Mr.  Hardy  remarks  that  Spelman, 
Philipot,  Dugdale  and  others,  who  have  written  on  this 
subject,  observing  no  particular  rule,  have  used  the  Civil 
and  Historical  commencement  of  the  year  indiscriminately ; 
and  that  this  explanation  may,  perhaps,  reconcile  some 
apparent  discrepancies  in  the  dates  of  those  writers. 

(a)  The  year  beginning  the  Ist  are  copied  from  the  Chronology  of 

January  is    also    sometimes  called  History,  by  Sir  Harris  Nicolas,  a 

the  Astronomical  year,  and  some-  work  as  indispensable  to  the  reader 

times  called  the  Common  year.  of  all  history,  as  that  of  Mr.  Hardy 

{b)  The  above  passages  respect-  is  to  the  reader  of  English  history 

ing  the  commencement  of  the  year  and  law. 
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LORD    CHANCELLORS,    LORD    KEEPERS,    AND 
LORD  COMMISSIONERS  OF  THE  GREAT  SEAL. 

558,  Dec.  22     Sir  Nicholas  Bacon  (a)     .   Keeper. 
579,  April  26   Sir  Thomas  Bromley  (A)    .   Chancellor. 
587,  April  29   Sir  Christopher  Hatton  (c)   Chancellor. 

{Sir  Gilbert  Grcrrard,  Mas-T  /^         .    . 
ter  of  the  Rolls,   and  L Commissioners 
others  (not  named)       .1*°  ^^  ^'^^^ 


Keeper. 

Keeper. 

Chancellor. 

Keeper. 

Chancellor. 


592,  May  28  Sir  John  Puckering  (rf) 

596,  May  6  .  Lord  EUesmere  (e) 

603,  July  24  Lord  EUesmere 

617,  Mar.  7  .  Lord  Bacon 

618,  Jan.  4  .  Lord  Bacon 

"Sir  Julius  Caesar,  M.  R/ 
divers  Justices  of  both 
Benches,andothers(not  jto  hear  causes, 
named)     .         .         .J 

621,  July  10    Bishop  Williams      .         .    Keeper. 

625,  Nov.  1      Lord  Coventry  (/)      .     .   Keeper. 

'«■•'"■■  "{""m^^""' '''■•'"':}''-'«'• 

641,  Jan.  19    Lord  Littleton  (g*)        .     .   Keeper. 


621,  May  1 


Commissioners 


(a)  Sir  Nicholas  Bacon  died  20th 
Fdmiary,  1579. 

(b)  Sir  Thomas  Bromley  died 
12th  Apnl,  1587. 

(e)  Sir  Christopher  Hatton  died 
20tli  NoTcmbcr,  1591. 

{d)  Sir  John  Puckering  died  30th 
April,  1596. 


(e)  Lord  EUesmere  continued^  for 
seven  years  after  he  became  Keeper 
of  the  Great  Seal^  to  hold  the  office 
of  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

(/)  Lord  Coventry  died  January 
13th,  1640. 

(g)  After  the  death  of  Lord  Little- 
ton, in  August,  1645,  Sir  Richard 
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1643,  Nov.  30 


Earl  of  Bolingbroke  {a) 
Earl  of  Kent 
Oliver  St.  John,  Esq.  {b) 
John  Wilde,  Esq.  (c)  . 


Pariiamentary 
rConunissioners. 


Samuel  Browne,  Esq.  {d) . 

i-(«)J 


Edmund  Prideaux,!E!sq. 

{Elarl  of  Manchester     .     o  p_  v         + 
William   LenthaU,  Esq.,  IJT"*^®?"^ 
Master  of  the  R^jUs  Jj'JCommissioners. 

1648.Mar.l7{f*i°J^^^^*      •,     '     -l  Parliamentary 
'  [  Lord  Grey  of  W erke        .  J  Comnussioners. 


1648,  April  12 


Earl  of  Kent  .     . 

Lord  Grey  of  Werke 
Sir    Thomas    Widdring- 

ton(^)   .         .         .     . 
Bulstrode    Whitelocke, 

Esq. 


Parliamentary 
'Commissioners. 


Lane  was  made  by  Charles  I. 
Keeper  of  his  Great  Seal;  but  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  Parliament  had 
began  in  1643  to  constitute  their 
Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal, 
and  as  it  was  by  them  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  Court  of  Chancery  was 
actually  transacted,  no  notice  is 
taken  in  the  table  of  Sir  Richard 
Lane's  appointment.  For  a  similar 
reason  the  appointment  by  Charles 
II.  in  1653,  of  Sir  Edward  Herbert 
to  be  his  Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal, 
and  in  1658  of  Lord  Clarendon  to 
be  his  Chancellor,  is  not  mentioned 
in  the  table. 

(a)  Lord  Bolingbroke  dying,  the 
Earl  of  Salisbury  was  appointed  a 
Commissioner  in  his  place,  August, 
1646. 

{h)  Solicitator  Regis  Grcneralis, 
29    January,    1640.      In'  numero 


Gubematomm  Hospicii  lincolm- 
ensis,  16  Car.  I. — Dugdale.  In 
1648  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common 
Fleas.    One  of  Cromwell's  Lords. 

(c)  Ad  statum  et  gradum  Ser- 
vientis  ad  Legem  ascitus,  20  Maii, 
12  Car.  I.— Dugdale.  In  1648  Chief 
Baron  of  the  Exchequer. 

(i)  In  numero  Gubematomm 
Hospicii  Lincolniensis,  17  Car.  I. 
In  1648  a  Judge  of  the  Upper 
Bench. 

(tf)  In  1649  Attomey-Genend. 
In  1658  Cromwell  made  him  a 
Baronet. 

(/)  In  numero  Gubematomm 
Hospicii  Lincolniensis,  9  Car.  I. — 
Dugdale.    One  of  Cromwell's  Lords. 

(jf)  The  Parliament  named  him, 
on  October  16th,  1648,  one  in  their 
call  of  Serjeants,  and  socm  after 
declared    him    King's    Beijeant*-^ 
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1649,  Feb.  8 


1654,  April  4 


'  Bolstrode  Whitelooke,   1 

Esq I  Parliamentary 

John  Lisle,  Esq.  {a)         .  j  Commissioners. 
^Seijeant  Keble  .         .     .J 

"  Bulstrode  Whitelooke, 

XIIDU.      .... 

Sir  Thomas  Widdrington. 
.John  lisle,  Esq.  .     . 


Parliamentary 
Commissioners. 


J  Parliamentary 


1654,  May  30  .   Sir  Thomas  Widdrington^  ranmmeuuiry 
^  ®       [Commissioner. 


1654,  July  14 


"  Bulstrode  Whitelooke, 

Esq. 
Sir  Thomas  Widdrington 
John  lisle,  Esq. 


{Nathaniel  Fiennes, 
Esq.  (4).      . 
John  Lisle,  Esq 


'^Nathaniel  Hennes,  Esq. 
John  Lisle,  Esq. 


ParUamentary 
Commissioners. 


IParliamentary 
I  Commissioners . 


Commissioners. 


I656,Oot.  10  iJohn  Glyiii,  Esq.  ChieH^^''"^°J'^^**'^ 

Justioe  of  the   Upper 
Benoh(c) 

1658,  Sept.  20J?^5^!^J  ^>''^''  ^'^-  .  1  ParUamentary 
'     *^         [John  Lisle,  Esq.         •     .  j  Commissioners. 


NoUe.     In    1658   he   was    Chief 
BuDQ  of  the  Exdieqner. 

(a)  Major  Lisle  "  was  bred  to  the 
law  and  was  an  assistant  to  Brad- 
ihiw  the  President  of  the  High 
Court  of  Justice  that  tried  the  King, 
atting  doee  to  and  constantly  at- 
tHidiBg  the  President  during  the 
wink  time/' — ^Noble's  Memoirs  of 
tbe  Protectoral  House  of  Cromwell. 
M^nr  lisle  was  one  of  Cromwell's 
Lords. 


(b)  Nathaniel  Fiennes  "  departed 
without  a  degree  and  went  to  the 
Inns  of  Court,  or  to  travel,  or  both." 
— Wood's  Ath.  Oxen.  Colonel 
Fiennes  was  not,  like  Major  Lisle, 
"  bred  to  the  law."  He  was  one  of 
Cromwell's  Lords. 

(c)  In  numero  Gubematorum 
Hospicii  Lincolniensis,  17  Car.  I. — 
Dugdale.  Glynn  was  made  Seijeant; 
October,  1648. — Noble.  He  was  one 
of  Cromwell's  Lords. 
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1659,  Jan.  22 


Nathaniel  Fiennes,  Esq.  .1 

John  lisle,  Esq.         .  .  I  Parliamentary 

Sir  Bulstrode  White-  |  Commissioners. 

locke(fl)         .        .  .J 

iftRQ  \f     lA  f William    Lenthall,  Esq.,  1  Parliamentary 
ibsy,  May  14  |     j^^^^^^.  ^^^^^^  ^^^^       J  Commissioner. 

rJohn  Bradshaw,  Esq.  (A)  .^  p__i;.„e„tarv 
1659,  June3     Sir  Thomas  TyreU  (c )      •   ^^^t^^,. 

.John  Fountam,  Esq.  (a)  .J 


1659,  Nov.  1 


1660,  Jan.  13 


SbBulstrcdemitelockel^^X?^. 

r William    Lenthall,   Esq.,  1  Parliamentary 
I     Master  of  the  Rolls      .J  Commissioner. 

rSir  Thomas  Widdrington.-i  papUamentarv 
1660,  Jan.  18  \  Sir  Thomas  TyreU  .        .  L™iamentary 

Ljohn  Fountain,  Esq.  .     JComnuss^oners. 

'Earl  of  Manchester  .1 

Sir  Thomas  Widdrington.  I  Parliamentary 
Sir  Thomas  TyreU  .         .  |  Commissioners. 
John  Fountain,  Esq.  .     .J 

Lord  Clarendon       .         .   Chancellor. 


1660,  May  7 


1660,  June  1 
1667,  Aug.  31 

1672,  Nov.  17 

1673,  Nov.  9 
1675,  Dec.  19 


Sir  Orlando  Bridgman 
Lord  Shaftesbury    . 
Lord  Nottingham 
Lord  Nottingham  (e) 


.  Keeper. 

.  Chancellor. 

.  Keeper. 

.  Chancellor. 


(a)  Noble  says  that  Whitelocke 
was  knighted  bj  Cromwell  at  least 
as  early  as  1655.  He  was  one  of 
Oliver's  Lords. 

(6)  The  President  of  the  CJourt 
which  tried  Charles  I.  received  the 
degree  of  Serjeant  in  1648. 

(e)  He  was  of  the  Inner  Temple. 


Oliver  made  him  a  Judge  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas. — Noble. 

(d)  A  lawyer  of  eminency. — Cla- 
rendon. He  was  called  Seijeant-at- 
law  by  Cromwell,  November,  27th, 
1658.— Noble. 

(e)  Lord  Nottingham  died  18th 
December,  1682. 
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.   Keeper. 
.   Chancellor. 


Commissioners. 


1690,  May  15 


Commissioners. 


1682,  Dec.  20    Lord  Guilford     . 
1685,  Sept.  28   Lord  Jeffries  . 

{Sir  John  Maynard  .  . 
Anthony  Keck,  Esq.  (a)  . 
Serjeant  Rawlinson     .     . 

Sir  John  Trevor,  Master*" 

of  the  Rolls 
Sir   William    Rawlinson, 

(Serjeant)  .     . 

.Sir  GrMrge  Hutchins  (b)  . 

1693,  Mar.  23    Lord  Somers  .     .   Keeper. 

1697,  April  22  Lord  Somers  .         .         .   Chancellor. 

V  4 

Sir  John  Holt,  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  King's  Bench 

Sir  George  Treby,  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas .         .         .   '      . 

Sir  Edward  Ward,  Chief 
Baron  of  the  Exchequer 

1700,  May  21     Sir  Nathan  Wright  .   Keeper. 

1705,  Oct.  1 1     Lord  Cowper      •         .     .   Keeper. 

Lord<!owper  .         .   Chancellor. 

Sir  Thomas  Trevor,  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas  (c)  ... 

Hon.  Robert  Tracy ,  Justice 
of  the  Common  Pleas  . 

John  Scroop,  Esq.  {d) 


1700,  April  27 


Commissioners. 


1707,  May  4 


1710,  Sept.  26 


Commissioners. 


(«)  A  pnuitising  lawyer. 

(^)  A  practising  lawyer*  See 
P«t,pagc22. 

(e)  Sir  Thomas  Trevor  became 
l«d  Trevor,  December,  1711. 

(<0  "The  Lord  Chancellor  Cow- 
P^i  notwithstanding   the   Queen's 


declaration,  that  she  was  entirely 
satisfied  with  his  service,  and  de- 
signed to  continue  him,  having  on 
the  23rd  [25  th]  of  September  resigned 
the  Great  Seal,  her  Majesty  the  next 
day  committed  the  custody  of  it  to 
three  Lords  Commissioners^  vis.  : 


'• 


ex 


1710,  Oct.  19     Lord  Harcourt 


.   Keepw. 


1713,  April  7     Lord  Harcourt   . 

1714,  Sept.  21   Lord  Cowper . 


.   Chancellor. 


.  Chancdlor. 


1718,  April  18 


Sir  Robert  Tracy,  Justice' 
of  the  Common  Pleas  . 

Sir  John  Pratt,  Justice  of 
the  King's  Bench  {a)   . 

SirJamesMontague,Baron 
of  the  Exchequer  {b)    • 


Commissioners. 


1718,  May  12    Lord  Macclesfield    .         .   Chancellor. 


Sir  Thomas  Trevor,  Lord  Chief  Jus* 
tice  of  the  Common  Pleaa  ;  Robert 
Trevor  [Tracy]  Esq.,  a  Judge  of  the 
same  Court ;  and  Mr.  Scroop,  Baron 
of  the  Exchequer  in  Scotland.  But 
about  a  month  after  Sir  Simon  Har- 
court, who  at  first  was  reported  to 
have  declined  the  office  of  Lord 
Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal,  was  pre- 
vailed upon  by  Mr.  Harley  to  accept 
it." — Boyer's  Reign  of  Queen  Anne. 
''  No  man  in  the  world  held  the  of- 
fice of  Chancellor  with  more  applause 
than  Lord  Cowper^  and  quitted  it 
with  a  more  general  reluctancy  of  all 
sorts  of  people.  But  the  time  ap- 
proaching for  dissolving  the  old,  and 
issuing  out  writs  for  calling  the  new 
Parliament,  his  Lordship  about  the 
5th  [25th]  of  September,  was  pleased 
to  resign  the  Great  Seal  of  Great 
Britain  into  her  Majesty's  hands. 
Her  Majesty  for  the  present  thought 
fit  to  commit  the  Seal  to  the  custody 
of  Sir  Thomas  Trevor,  Knight,  Lord 


Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Fleas, 
the  Honourable  Thomas  [Robert] 
Tracy,  Esq.,  one  of  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer  in  England,  [Justice  of  the 

Common  Pleas,]  and Scroop, 

Esq.,  one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exche- 
quer in  Scotland,  who  having  issaed 
out  writs  for  summoning  another  Pai^ 
liament,  and  done  no  other  business 
as  Lord»  Conmiissionerty  her  Ma- 
jesty was  pleased  on  the  18th  [19th] 
of  October,  to  deliver  the  Great  Seal 
into  the  custody  of  Sir  Simon  Har- 
court, Knight,  then  Attorney  Gentri^ 
with  the  Title  of  Lord  Keeper  of  the 
Ghreat  Seal  of  Great  Britain,  in  whose 
hands  it  now  remains  with  good 
applause.*' — Lives  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellors by  an  Impartial  Hand. 

(a)  Sir  John  Pratt  sttcoeeded 
Lord  Macclesfield  as  Chief  Jottloe 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  May 
15,  1718. 

(b)  Sir  James  Montague  was  ap- 
pointed Chief  Banm,  1721. 


CXI 


1725,  Jan.  7 


m  m 

Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  Master 
of  the  Rolls  .     . 

Sir  Geoffrey  Gilbert,  Ba- 
ron of  the  Excheq.  (a) 

Sir  Robert  Raymond,  Jus- 
tioe  of  the  King's 
Bench  (b)        .         .     . 


1725,  June  1      Lord  King 

1733,  Nov.  29    Lord  Talbot  (c)  . 

1737,  Feb.  2 1     Lord  Hardwicke 


Commissioners. 


.   Chancellor. 
.   Chancellor. 


.   Chancellor. 


1756,  Nov.  19 


Sir  John  Willes,  Chief  Jus-' 
tice  of  the  Com.  Pleas  . 

Sir   Sidney   Stafford 
Smythe,  Baron  of  the 
Exchequer  (d) 

Sir  John  Eardley  Wilmot, 
Justice  of  the  King's 
Bench  (e)        .         .     . 


Commissioners. 


(a)  Sir  Geoffirey  Gilbert  was  ap- 
ponted  Chief  Baron  on  the  1st  of 
June,  the  day  that  Lord  King  be- 
cune  ChanceUor. 

{b}  Rr  Bobert  Baymond  became 
lord  Chief  Justice  whilst  he  was  one 
of  the  Commissioners  of  the  Great 
Sell.  He  has  left  us  the  following 
memonmdom  :  —  ''  Easter  Term, 
11  Geo.  I.  B.  P.  1725.— Memo- 
nmdiun  that  Sir  John  Pratt,  Knight, 
Chief  Justice  of  the  King^s  Bench, 
died  Wednesday,  February  the  24th 
last  past,  and  I  was  created  Chief 
Jnstioe  in  his  place,  by  a  writ  bearing 
tnte  Misch  2,  and  was  sworn  into 
the  office  March  3  fdlowing,  before 
ir  Joseph  Jekyll,  Knight,  Master  of 


the  Bolls,  and  Sir  Geoffrey  Gilbert, 
Knight,  one  of  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer,  then  two  of  the  lords 
commissioners  for  the  custody  of  the 
Great  Seal,  at  the  Bolls;  notwith- 
standing which  I  continued  one  of 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Great 
Seal." 

Sir  Bobert  Baymond  was  created 
Lord  Baymond,  January,  1731. 

(e)  Lord  Talbot  died  14  th  Feb- 
ruary, 1737. 

(i)  Sir  Sydney  Stafford  Smythe 
became  Chief  Baron,  1 772. 

(e)  Sir  John  Eardley  Wilmot  was 
appointed  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  1765. 


CXll 


1757,  June  30 
1761,  Jan.  16 
1766,  July  30 
1770,  Jan.  17 


Lord  Northington  . 
Lord  Northington 
Lord  Camden 


.   Keeper. 
.   Chancellor. 
.   Chancellor. 


1770,  Jan.  21 


Hon.  Charles  Yorke  (a)  .   Chancellor. 

fSir   Sidney  Stafford 
Smythe,  Baron  of  the 
Exchequer  . 

Hon.  Henry  Bathurst, 
(Lord  Bathurst)  Justice 
of  the  Common  Pleas  . 

Sir  Richard  Aston,  Jus- 
tice of  the  King's  Bench^ 


Commissioners. 


1771,  Jan.  23     Lord  Bathurst 
1 778,  June  3      Lord  Thurlow 


.   Chancellor. 
.   Chancellor. 


1783,  April  9 


'  Lord  Loughborough,  Chief 

Justice  of  the  Common 

Pleas      .         .         .     . 
Sir  William  Henry  Ash-  }  ^ 

uret,    Justice    of    the  ^^°"'°^«^'°"®'^- 

King's  Bench 
Sir   Beaumont    Hotham, 

Baron  of  the  Exchequer 


1 783,  Dec.  23    Lord  Thurlow 


Chancellor. 


1792,  June  15- 


■  _  m 

Sir  James  Eyre,  Chief 
Baron  of  the  Exchequer 

Sir  William  Henry  Ash- 
urst,  Justice  of  the 
King's  Bench  .     . 

Sir  John  Wilson,  Justice 
of  the  Common  Pleas  . 


Commissioners. 


(a)  Charles  Yorke  died  the  20tli 
January,  three  days  after  he  had 
been  sworn  in.  He  never  became 
Lord  Morden.     George  III.  signed 


the  warrant,  but  before  the  Great 
Seal  was  put  to  the  patent  Charles 
Yorke  had  expired. 


ex  lit 


•  1793,  Jan.  28 
1801,  April  14 

1806,  Feb.  7 

1807,  April  1 
1827,  May  2 
1830,  Nov.  22 
1834,  Nov.  22 


1835,  April  23 


1636,  Jan.  16 
1841,  Sept.  3 
1846,  July  6 


liOrd  Loughborough   .     . 

LordEldon     • 

Lord  Erskine  .     . 

Lord  Eldon     .         . 

Lord  Lyndhurst  .     . 

Lord  Brougham 

Lord  Lyndhurst  .     . 

Lord  Cottenham,  Master 
^  of  the  Rolls 

Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell, 
Vice-Chancellor      .     . 

Sir  J.  B,  Bosanquet,  Jus- 
tice of  the  Com.  Pleas  . 

Lord  Cottenham         .     . 

Lord  Lyndhurst      .         . 

Lord  Cottenham         .     . 


Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 


^Commissioners. 


Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 
Chancellor. 


MASTERS  OF  THE  ROLLS. 


1557,  Nov.  5 
1581,  May  30 
1594,  April  10 
1603,  May  18 


Sir  WilUam  CordeU  (a). 

Sir  Gilbert  Gerrard  (A). 

Lord  Ellesmere. 

Edward  Bruce,  Earl  Kinlosse  (c) 


(a)  Sr  William  Coordell  wm  ap- 
pobited  Master  of  the  BoUs  at  the 
doas  of  the  reigii  of  liiarjr— Soli- 
fltator  BeghiB  Generalia,  30  Sep., 
1  Mar.  in  nimiero  Gnbernatomin 
Haspieii  TAieolnieimia,  1  et  2  FbiUp 
ft  Uar.— Dogdak. 


(b)  Ad  gradum  Senientis  ad  legem 
snsdpiendum  ascitus,  29  Oct.,  5  &  6 
Philip  et  Mar ;  Attomatus  B^iinse 
Generalise  22  Jan.  1  Eliz. — Dugdale. 

(e)  '*  Edward  Bruce  made  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  May  18th,  1603.  He 
came  out  of  Scotland  with 
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1610,  Jan.  14  . 
1614,  Oct.  1 

1636,  April  12  . 

1639,  Mar.  30  . 


Sir  Edward  Phillipps  {a) 
Sir  Julius  Csesar  (A) . 
Sir  Dudley  Digges  (c). 
Sir  Charles  Caesar  (d). 


James  I.,  vrho,  having  made  him 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  advanced  him 
the  next  year  to  the  dignity  of  a 
Baron  of  Scotland,  by  the  title  of 
Lord  Bruce  of  Kinlosse.  He  died 
January,  1610.** — Newcourt's  Re- 
pertorium  Ecclesiasticum. 

''A  man  of  superior  abilities, 
learning,  and  integrity.  He  was 
appointed  a  Lord  of  Session,  2nd 
December,  1597." — Douglas,  Peer- 
age of  Scotland,  under  head  of  Bruce, 
Earl  of  Elgin  and  Kincardine. 

(a)  Ad  recipiendum  gradum  Ser- 
vientis  ad  legem  electus,  45  Eliz. 
Constitutus  unus  Serv.  Reg.  ad 
legem,  18  Maii,  Pat.  1  Jac. — Dug- 
dale. 

(b)  "A  learned  civilian  in  the 
reign  of  Elizabeth ;  he  was  Master 
of  Requests  and  Judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty.  January 
16th,  8th  James  I.,  he  obtained  a 
reversionary  grant  of  the  office  of 
Master  of  the  Rolls  after  Sir  Edward 
PhilUps,  Knight,  who  departing  this 
life  September  11th,  1614,  was  suc- 
ceeded accordingly  by  Sir  Julius,  on 
the  1st  October  following." — Biog. 
Brit. 

Master  in  Ordinary  in  Chancery, 
1588.— MS.  Brit.  Mus. 

Famous  with  those  who  are  curious 
in  our  sepulchral  antiquities  by  the 
device  and  inscription  on  his  tomb 


designed  and  written  by  himaelf^the 
device — ^a  deed,  and  the  string  con- 
necting the  seal  to  it  breaking — the 
inscription — Omnibus  Christi  fide- 
hbus  ad  qnos  hoc  presens  scriptnm 
pervenerit ;  Sdatis  me  Julium  Add- 
mare  alias  Csesarem,  &c.,  h&e  piese- 
nti  caitSi  mesl  confirmasse  me»  annii- 
ente  Divino  numine,  naturae  debitnm 
libenter  soluturum,quam  primmnDeo 
placuerit.  In  cujus  rei  testimomom 
manum  meam  et  sigillum  oppoao], 
&c. — Irrotulatur  Coelo. 

(c)  **  Having  taken  the  degree  of 
B.A.  [Oxford]  he  went  and  studied 
for  some  time  at  the  Inns  of  Coort, 
and  then  travelled  beyond  seas.  He 
had  a  reversionary  grant  the  29th 
November,  1630,  of  the  office  of 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  became 
possessed  of  it  April,  1636,  up(m 
the  death  of  Sir  Julius  Caesar, 
but  he  did  not  enjoy  it  quite  three 
years,  for  he  died  18th  March,  1638 
—9."— Biog.  Brit. 

(d)  Since  this  table  was  compiled 
and  the  notes  to  it  were  written,  Mr- 
Lodge  has  published  the  Life  of  Sir 
Julius  Caesar,  with  Memoirs  of  bis 
Family  and  Descendants,  large  4to, 
1 827 .  The  ensuing  extract  respecting 
Sir  Charles  Csesar,  the  son  of  Sir 
Juhus,  is  taken  from  Mr.  Lodge's 
work: — "He,  hke  his  father,  first 
practised  in  the  profession  of  the  dvil 


cxv 


1643,  Nov.  8     .    William  LenthaU,  Esqi 

1660,  June  1      .     Lord  Colepeper  (a). 

1660,  Nov.  3     .     Sir  Harbottle  Grimston  (b). 


law,  and  haying  held  for  some  yean  in 
its  Gonrt  the  office  of  Blaster  of  the 
Faculties,  was  promoted  to  the  now 
obsolete   station  of  Jndge  of  the 
Coart  of  Audience,    which    then 
naked  with  the  highest   in    that 
bmich  of  jorispnidence.    Like  his 
lather,  also,  he  relinquished   that 
profession  for,  or  at  least  mingled  it 
with  that  of  a  Chancery  lawyer,  in 
which  Court  he  hecame  a  Master 
on  the  30th  of  September,   1619. 
[May  19,    1615.  —  Hardy.]      He 
rose  too,  at  length,  to  the  important 
and  dignified  post  of  Master  of  the 
fiolls,  in  which  he  succeeded  Sir 
Dodley  Digges.    True  it  is,  however 
itnmge  it  may  appear  in  our  day, 
that  he  purchased  that  appointment 
of  Charles  the  First  for  a  sum  of 
money  in  the  commencement  of  that 
mifortimate  prince's  distresses.    We 
iind  in  the  MSS.  of  hb  second  son, 
Mr.  Charles  Caesar,  the  following 
memorandum:  —  June  14th,  1640, 
[this  date  is  erroneous]  Sir  Charles 
Caesar,  Knight,  was  sworn  Master  of 
the  BoUs  in  Chancery,  or  Assistant 
Judge  to  the  Lord  High  Chancellor 
of  Ellwand,  for  which  high  and  pro- 
fitable office  he  paid  to  King  Charles 
the  First  fifteen  thousand  pounds, 
broad  pieces  of  old  gold.'* 

Hie  inscription  on  the  monument 
of  Sir  Charles  Csesar  states,  that  he 
was  an  equal  distributor  of  unsus- 


pected justice,  blind  to  the  person, 
quick-sighted  to  his  cause,  just  with- 
out corruption,  merciful  without 
affectation. 

(a)  "  Sir  John  Colepeper  being  a 
person  of  great  abilities  and  perfectiy 
loyal  to  our  late  sovereign  King 
Charles  the  First  (of  blessed  me- 
mory), was  by  him  first  continued 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  after- 
wards Master  of  the  Bolls,  and  one  of 
his  Majesty's  privy  council.  And  not 
forsaking  him  in  the  time  of  his 
great  distresses  and  troubles,  adven- 
tured his  life  courageously  on  his  be- 
half in  the  batties,  Kineton,  Newbury, 
and  divers  other  sharp  encounters. 
In  consideration  whereof,  he  was,  by 
letters  patent,  bearing  date  at  Ox- 
ford, 21st  October,  in  the  twentieth 
year  of  his  reign,  advanced  to  the 
dignity  of  a  Baron  of  this  Bealm, 
by  the  title  of  Lord  Colepeper, 
of  Thoresway,  in  Com.  Line.  And 
after  the  loss  of  all  attending  our 
present  sovereign  King  Charles  the 
Second,  during  the  greatest  part  of 
his  abode  beyond  sea,  being  also 
one  of  the  lords  of  his  privy  council, 
departed  this  life  shortly  after  his 
Majesty's  most  happy  restoration, 
viz.  upon  the  llth  July,  1660." 
— Dugdale's  Baronage.  See  also 
Clarendon's  Hist.  Reb. 

(b)  "A  famous  lawyer." — Biog. 
Brit. 
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1685,  Jan.  (a) 
1685,  Oct.  20 
1689,  Mar.  13 
1693,  Jan.  13 
1717^  July  13 
1738,  Oct.  9 
1741,  Nov.  5 


Sir  John  Churchill. 
Sir  John  Trevor. 
Henry  Powle,  Esq. 
Sir  John  Trevor. 
Sir  Joseph  Jekyll. 
Hon.  John  Vemey. 
William  Fortescue,  Esq.  (b) 


(a)  «^$ir  Birbottfft  Orimstoii, 
UMter  of  thi  Bolls,  died  about 
3  o'clock  in  the  inonuiig  on  the 
2Qd  day  of  January  [1685],  pi  the 
Slat  year  of  hit  age,  heing  aeiied 
^ddenly  in  the  night  with  a  kind  of 
110  apoplectic  fit,  of  which  he  conti- 
nued ill  about  four  ds^s,  and  then 
diedf  and  was  about  three  days  after- 
ward^ carried  privately  out  of  town 
to  be  buried  at  Gorhambury.  Upon 
his  deiith,  the  I^rd  Keeper  took  the 
kqrs  of  the  Bolls  into  his  custody, 
until  Sir  John  Churdiill  was  ap- 
pointed Master  of  the  Bolls,  and 
sworn  privately  at  his  Lordship's 
house." — ^Vem.  Bep. 

"Sis  Majesty  King  Charles  the 
Second  being  seised  with  a  violent 
distemper  like  an  apoplectic  fit,  on 
Monday,  being  Candlemas  day| 
about  seven  of  the  dock  in  the 
morning,  and  Doctor  King  being 
acdden^y  there  immediately  let 
him  blood.  But  his  Majesty  conti- 
n^^d  many  hours  in  his  fit  before  he 
recovered  his  senses,  and  afterwards 
lay  languishing  of  his  distemper  with 
a  kind  of  an  intermitting  fever,  until 
the  Friday  following,  when  he  died 
between  thehours  of  eleven  and  twelve. 


all  the  courts  at  Westminster  meet- 
ing and  sitting  about  an  hour  that 
day  t  and  about  three  o'clock  in  the 
aften^ooo  of  the  same  day  King 
Jan^es  the  Second  was  prodaimed ; 
and  the  Judges,  Attorneys  and  Soli- 
dtors  General,  having  new  commis- 
sions, were  sworn  on  Monday  fid- 
lowing  at  the  Lord  Keeper^s  hous^ 
and  sat  at  Westminster  the  same 
day ;  and  on  Tuesday  the  Lord 
Keeper  and  the  M&ster  of  the  Bolls 
sat  in  court,  the  Master  of  the  Bdls 
administering  the  oath  to  the  Lord 
Keeper." — Ibid. 

(b)  An  antiquarian  friend,  who 
has  seen  this  sheet  in  type,  has  as- 
sured the  author  that  this   desig- 
nation ''  William  Fortescue,  Esq."  is 
erroneous,    and    he    has   referred^ 
amongst  other  authorities,  to  the  Gki^'' 
tleman's  Magazine,  vol.  19 — Deatfas-^ 
in  the  year  1749.     ''Dec.  15. 
William  Fortescue,  Master   of 
Bolls,"  to  show  that  Mr.  Fortesci^i 
was  knighted. 

Had  he  lived  in  the  reign  of  George 
III.  he  would  probably  have  been  a«tf 
little  able  to  avoid  that  distinction  a:^ 
was  Mr.  John  Scott,  when  he  became 
Solicitor-General.     His  Majes^, — - 


CXVll 


1750,  Jan.  11  . 

1754,  May  29  . 
1764,  Dec.  4 

1784,  Mar.  30  . 
1788,  June  4 

1801,  May  27  . 
1818,  Jan.  6 

1824,  April  5  . 

1826,  Sept.  14  . 

1827,  May  3 
1834,  Sept.  29  . 
1836,  Jan.  19  . 


Sir  John  Strange. 
Sir  Thomas  Clarke. 
Sir  Tliomas  Sewell. 
Lord  Kenyon. 
Lord  Alvanley. 
Sir  William  Grant. 
Sir  Thomas  Plumer. 
Lord  GifFord. 
Lord  Lyndhm^st 
Sir  John  Leach. 
Lord  Cottenham. 
Lord  Langdale. 


VICE-CHANCELLORS. 


1813,  April  14 
1818,  Jan.  13 
1827,  May  4 
1827,  Nov.  1 


Sir  Thomas  Plumer. 
Sir  John  Leach. 
Sir  Anthony  Hart. 
Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell. 


''on  any  intimation  of  a  modest  wish 
of  declining  the  honour," — would  no 
doubt  have  answered,  as  he  did  on  that 
occasion,  "pooh,  pooh,  nonsense," — 
"and  have  given  the  accolade  without 
ftirtherparley."  The  inscription  upon 
the  moral  monumental  slab  in  the 


Rolls  Chapel  (the  Right  Honourable 
William  Fortescue,  Esq.)  solves  the 
notable  question  under  consideration, 
and  furnishes  a  probable  presumption 
that,  in  this  important  matter,  the  no- 
tions of  the  Second  Greorge  and  of  his 
grandson  were  not  altogether  alike. 
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''£a,  quam  jurisprudentise  temere,  ac  sine  ullo  discrimine>  appingis^ 
mutatio,  ac  corruptio,  conversio,  atque  reformatio^  extrinsecus  est,  nee  arti, 
quae  finna  est,  ac  immutabilis,  aut  quicquam  adfert  detrimenti,  aut  minus 
condliat  dignitatis.  Quid  enim  est  aliud  ars  Juris,  nisi  prudens  ac  serera 
meditatio,  qua,  quid  iustum  sit,  quid  eequum,  quid  iniustum,  quid  iniquum, 
exacte  expendimus,  ac  sapienter  metimur?  Id  assequimur  ea  ratione 
summa,  quae  a  natura  nobis  insita  est,  et  docta  diutumaque  exercitatione 
perficitur,  quae  aetema  est,  nee  ullo  variabilis  fato,  quaeque  nee  annorum 
extinguitur  cursu,  nee  perturbatione  rerum  confunditur,  nee  regnorum  con- 
versione  extenuatur.  Semper  haec  iisdem  nititur  regulis,  iisdem  semper 
mordicus  inhaeret  vestigiis,  nee  unquam  falsa  adulteratur  novitate,  nee 
potenti  victa  cedit  arbitrio.  Huic  igitur  arti  quee  firma  habet  omnia,  ac 
solida,  nos  viriliter  incubuimus ;  hoc  studium  uon  ignaviter  professi  sumus, 
quod  nihil  habet,  nisi  perenne,  ac  immortale." — De  Januario. 


Lincoln's  Inn  Old  Hall,  7th  July,  1846.— The 
Right  Honourable  the  Lord  Cottenham  was  this 
day  sworn  in  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  presence  of 
Lord  Langdale,  M.R. ;  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.C.  Eng.; 
Sir  J.  Wigram,  V,C. ;  and  Mr.  Wingfield,  one  of 
the  Masters  in  Ordinary. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  the  book,  and  the 
Clerk  of  the  Crown  read  the  oaths.  Sir  Francis 
Simpkinson,  the  Senior  Queen's  Counsel  present, 
moved  that  it  might  be  recorded  in  the  usual  way 
that  the  oaths  had  been  administered,  which  was 
ordered  accordingly  * 

*  This  Record  is  made  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown.  The 
Xlegistrar^s  Book,  however,  generally  contains  some  notice  of  the 
oereraony.     The  following  is  a  specimen : — 

*'  First  Day  of  Easter  Term,  3rd  May,  1587. — This  present  day. 
The  Right  Honourable  Sir  Christopher  Hatton,  Knight,  one  of  Her 
Majesty'^s  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council,  and  late  Vice  Chamber- 
layne  of  Her  Majesty'^s  Household,  and  Captain  of  Her  Guard,  was 
\)rought  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  by  the  Right  Honoiu*able  Sir 
William  Cycell,  Knight,  one  of  the  Order  of  the  Garter,  LordBurley, 
and  Lord  High  Treasurer  of  England  ;  Sir  Robert  Dudley,  Knight 
of  the  Order  of  the  Garter  also,  and  Earle  of  Lecester ;  the  Lord 
Cobhame,  one  of  Her  Majesty'^s  Privy  Council ;  the  Lord  Starton ; 
the    Lord   Noryce ;    with  other  Lords   and    Gentlemen ;    and  in 

B 


open  Court,  there  was  to  him  mmisteredi  by  the  said  Lord  Trea- 
surer (a),  the  oath  for  the  due  execution  of  his  office  of  the  Lord 
Chancellorship  ;  and  also  he  took  the  oath  for  the  Queen^s  Supre- 
macy ;  which  being  done,  there  were  divers  motions  made  to  His 
Lordship,  by  divers  Counsellors,  touching  several  matters  depending 
in  Court,  wherein  he  did  give  orders. — Reg.  Lib.  B.  1586,  fol.  362. 
Many,  into  whose  hands  this  volume  may  come,  will  probably  not 
be  displeased  to  see  the  peculiar  form  of  oath,  which  is  administered 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor.  It  is  taken  from  the  Roll  of  Oaths  in  the 
Crown  Office  in  Chancery :  "  Yee  shall  swear.  That  well  and  truly 
yee  shall  serve  our  Sovereigne  Lord  theKinge,  and  His  people,  in  the 
office  of  Chancellor,  and  yee  shall  doe  right  to  all  manner  of  people, 
poore  and  riche,  after  the  laws  and  usages  of  this  Realme,  and  truly 
yee  shall  counsel  the  Kinge,  and  His  counsel  shall  layne  and  keep, 
and  yee  shall  not  know,  nor  suffer,  the  hurte  nor  disinheritynge  of  the 
Kinge,  nor  that  the  rightes  of  the  Crown  be  decreased  (i)  by  any 
meane,  as  farforth  as  yee  may  lett,  and  if  yee  may  not  lett  it,  yee 
shall  make  it  clerely  and  expressly  knowne  to  the  Kinge  with  your 
true  advice  and  counsel!,  and  that  yee  shall  doe  and  purchase  the 
Kinge^'s  profitte  in  all  that  yee  may,  as  God  you  help,  and  by  the 
contents  of  this  Book."" — Rep.  Com.  Pub.  Rec.  1800. 

(a)  It  is  mentioned,  when  Sir  John  691. 

Puckering  took  the  oaths  as   Lord  (b)  The  form  of  oath  on  the  Roll  of 

Keeper,  that  the  Lord  Chamberlain  the  Petty  Bag  Office  has  "distressed." 
held  the  book.  Reg.  Lib.  B.  1579>  fol. 
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1846. 
July  7  &  8. 


RiGBT  V.  ThB 

RIGBY  (J.  D.  &  C.)  V.  THE  GREAT  WESTERN      l^lZl^Lt 

RAILWAY  COMPANY   AND  GRIFFITH.  Company  and 

Griffith. 

By  deed,  dated  the  18th  December,  1841,  the  premises  Principle  upon 

which  an  in- 

upon  which  the  refreshment  rooms  at  the  Swindon  station  of  junction  is 
the  defendants,  the  company,  are  built,  were  demised  by  them  ^^^  whercthe 
totheplaintiflfe  for  99  years.  This  deed  contained  a  covenant,  reUef  in  equity 

/  ''  ,  ,       depends  upon 

that  in  consideration  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  plain-  the  establish- . 

tife  in  erecting  the  refreshment  rooms,  all  trains  carrying  ™ght.  ^  * 

P&ssengers,  not  being,  amongst  others,  trains  sent  express 

or  for  special  purposes,  should  stop  at  the  Swindon  station 

for  the  refreshment  of  passengers.     By  a  deed,  dated  24th 

December,  1841,  the  plaintiffs  underlet  the  premises  to  the 

defendant  GriflSth  for  seven  years.      This  underlease  con- 

t^ned  a  covenant  by  the  plaintiffs  to  do  all  acts  necessary 

for  enforcing  the  covenant  of  the  defendants,  the  company, 

contained  in  the  lease,  and  for  giving  the  defendant  GriflSth 

during  his  term  the  benefit  of  the  refreshment  rooms  in  the 

same  manner  as  if  he  was  the  assignee  of  the  defendants^  the 

company's,  covenant  as  to  the  refreshment  rooms.    In  May, 

1845,  the  defendants,  the  company,  began  to  run  trains, 

^hich  did  not  stop  for  refreshment  at  the  Swindon  station, 

^^  which  they  called,  and  advertised  as,  express  trains,  but 

^hich  the  plaintifis  contended  were  not  express  trains  within 

the  meaning  of  the  covenant.     This,  it  was  alleged,  was  a 

^I'each  of  the  covenant ;  and  the  plaintifis  thereupon  filed 

tueir  bill  for  an  injunction  against  the  defendants,  the  com- 

P^y-    The  bill  stated  that  the  defendant  Grifiith  (he  was 

b2 
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1846.  not  at  first  a  party,  but  was  afterwards  made  so  by  amend- 
RioBT  V.  The  ment,)  insisted  that  the  plaintiff,  under  their  covenant,  were 
ER^^Rio^'*^"  ^0^^^  ^"^^  compellable  to  take  all  the  proceedings  requisite 
Company  and  for  restraining  the  defendants,  the  company,  &om  permitting 

Oriftith* 

or  allowing  the  trains  complained  of  to  pass  the  Swindon 

station  without  stopping,  and  that  the  defendant  Griffith 
threatened  and  intended  to  hold  the  plainti£&  liable  for  any 
loss  he  might  sustain  thereby,  but  although  they  the  plain- 
tiff had  offered  to  indemnify  him,  the  defendant  Griffith 
refused  to  join  with  them  as  a  co-plaintiff.  On  the  loth  of 
May,  1845,  a  motion  being  made  for  an  injunction  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram,  his  Honour  ordered, — the  defen- 
dants, the  company,  undertaking  to  keep  certain  accounts, — 
that  the  motion  should  stand  over  with  liberty  to  the  plain- 
tifis  to  bring  two  actions  against  the  defendants,  the  com- 
pany. The  plainti£&  in  pursuance  of  this  order,  brought 
two  actions  upon  their  covenant  against  the  defendants,  the 
company,  and  were  successful  in  both  of  them  (a).  The 
motion  for  an  injunction  was  thereupon  renewed,  and  His 
Honour  on  the  23rd  January,  1846,  pronounced  the  order,  a 
verbatim  copy  of  which,  extracted  from  the  Registrar's  Book, 
will  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment. 
It  will  be  seen — that  it  awarded  an  injunction,  the  effect  of 
which  was  that  the  defendants,  the  company,  were  compel^ 
led  to  direct  that  the  trains,  the  subject  of  dispute,  should 
stop  at  the  Swindon  station  for  the  refreshment  of  passen- 
gers :  that  it  ordered  that  the  defendants,  the  company, 
should  be  '^  at  liberty^  to  have  a  case  made  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  that  the  form  of  such  case 
is  incorporated  in  the  order  (i). 

The  defendants,  the  company,  being  dissatisfied  with  His 
Honour's  order,  appealed  therefrom  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  Romilly^  Mr.  Stevens,  and  Mr.  Unthank 
for  the  defendants,  the  company,  and  in  support  of  the  appeal 
motion,  insisted  that  the  trials  at  law  had  only  determined 

(a)  See  4  Railwray  Cases,  190.        junction  are  reported,  4  Railway 
(6)  The  proceedings  upon  the      Cases,  175. 
renewal  of  the  motion  for  the  in- 
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that  the  trains  complained  of  were  not  express  trains,  and         1846. 
80  the  covenant  might  have  been  broken.     But  that  was  Riobt  v,  Tbb 
not  the  question  raised  by  the  bill.     The  statement  in  the  Sw^ttwAx 
bill  was,  that  the  defendants,  the  company,  were  liable  in  Company  and 
damages  to  the  defendant  Griffith.     That  was  the  ground 
apon  which  the  bill  proceeded,  and  that  point  had  not  been 
decided  at  law.    There  might  be  circumstances  and  trans- 
actions not  then  before  the  Court,  which  might  have  dis- 
abled the  defendant  Griffith  from  recovering  against  the 
pUuntifb.      That  at  all  events,  until  that  question  was 
determined,  there  should  not,  in  such  a  case,  be  any  injunc- 
tion.   That  if  the  plaintiff  were  wrong  in  their  suit,  there 
would  be  no  mode  of  compensating  the  defendants,  the 
company,  for  the  inconvenience  they  might  sustain^  whilst 
if  the  pUuntifis  were  right  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  fix 
the  damages  to  which  they  would  be  entitled. 

Mr.  Wood,  Mr.  Bailey^  and  Mr.  Fitzherbert,  for  the 
phuntiflEb,  against  the  appeal  motion,  urged  that  great  in- 
jury would  be  caused  to  the  plaintifis  if  the  injunction  was 
diaBol?ed.    At  law,  they  would  have  no  sufficient  remedy, 
inasmuch  as  a  separate  action  would  have  to  be  brought  in 
fBspect  of  each  breach  of  the  covenant. 
Mr.  AmphletU  for  the  defendant  Griffith. 
The  LoBD  Chancellor  said  that  it  was  quite  clear  as  far 
M  the  plaintiflb'  own  interest  was  concerned,  that  the 
plamtiffii  had  no  locus  standi  in  the  Court  at  all ;  because 
it  was  in  respect  to  the  immediate  damage  to  the  profit 
'i^g  firom  carrying  on  a  business,  which  they  were  not 
^^^nryiug  on,  that  an  injunction  was  asked.   That  was  not  the 
E^nnd  upon  which  the  plaintiff  rested  their  case.     The 
plamtilb  said  they  were  under  liabilities,  which  gave  them  an 
interest  in  the  profit,  or  loss  of  profit,  obtained  by  the  defend- 
Mt  Griffith,  and  under  a  covenant  they  were  liable,  or  might 
Pliable,  to  the  defendant  Griffith,  although  he  had  not  called 
^pon  them  to  take  any  proceedings  to  enforce  his  supposed 
'ights.    Now  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  thought  that 
^t  wasa  question  of  some  difficulty,  and  proposed  that  it 
should  be  a  matter  of  consideration  by  a  Court  of  Law :  and 
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^^^^'  ^  the  plaintiffiiy  as  it  was  understood,  were  desirous  of  going  on 
RioBT  V.  The  with  that  case.  That  ease,  which  now  stood  upon  the  order  of 
E  "^Railway  ^^®  Vice-Chancellor,  was  one  purely  of  law.  The  injunction 
Company  and  ^as  made  to  depend  upon  a  supposed  legal  right  or  legal 

liability.  The  plaintiffs  said,  because  they  were  liable  upon 
the  covenant,  they  asked  a  Court  of  Equity  to  protect  them 
in  order  to  prevent  the  damage,  for  which  they  might  under 
their  covenant  be  liable  to  make  compensation  to  the  de- 
fendant Griffith.  That  was  an  equity  depending  upon  the 
legal  effect  of  the  covenant,  which  the  parties  had  entered 
into  between  themselves.  That  being  the  state  of  things, 
after  what  had  taken  place,  it  was  very  right  that  the  case 
should  proceed.  He  did  not  wish  to  take  upon  himself  to 
decide  that  matter.  The  Vice-Chancellor  had  thought  it  a 
matter  of  some  difficulty.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants, 
the  company,  had  asked  the  Court  to  put  it  in  that  form,  and 
the  other  parties  admitted  that  the  equity  depended  upon  the 
legal  right,  and  were  willing  to  put  it  into  a  course  of  legal 
inquiry,  how  far  there  might  be  validity  in  that  legal  right. 
It  was  therefore  right  to  put  it  into  a  course  of  legal  inquiry, 
what  was  the  legal  right  between  the  parties ;  and  then  the 
question  was,  what  ought  to  be  done  in  the  mean  time. 
Whether  there  ought  to  be  an  injunction,  or  any  other 
order  made,  which  might  secure  to  the  one  party  whatever 
he  might  ultimately  be  found  entitled  to,  with  the  least  pos- 
sible damage  to  the  other.  That  in  considering  a  case  of 
that  sort,  particularly  where  the  equity  depends  upon  a 
legal  right,  the  Court  looked  at  both  sides  of  the  question, 
and  looked  to  see,  according  as  the  decision  should  be  for 
one  side  or  the  other,  which  way  the  least  loss  would  fall 
upon  either  party  (a).  Now  if  the  Court  of  Law  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  plainti£&  had  no  right  of  action ;  that 
they  were  not  liable  to  the  defendant  Griffith ;  that  de* 
fendant  Griffith  had  no  right  of  action  against  them,  and 
therefore  there  was  no  legal  liability  in  the  plaintifib  under 
existing  circumstances,  then,  if  the  injunction  continued,  he 

(a)  See  Attorney    General    v.      208,  and  Hilton  v.  Lord  Gran' 
Mayor  of  Liverpool,  1  M.  &  C.      ville,  Cr.  &  Ph.  297. 
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was  to  consider  how  he  was  to  give  compensation  to  the  ^^^^'  ^ 
defendants,  the  company.  He  could  not  conceive  the  pos-  Riobt  v.  Thb 
sibility  of  ^ving  compensation  to  the  defendants,  the  com-  ^^^xilwat 
pany,  for  the  loss  which  they  mieht  sustain  from  the  incon-  Company  and 

:  ^    ,    .  .        ,      .  .      Griffith. 

vemence  of  theur  express  trains  havmg  to  stop  a  certain 
length  of  time  at  Swindon.     There  was  no  possible  mode 
of  ascertaining  it,  nor  would  a  jury  have  any  possible  means 
of  forming  a  conjecture.     On  the  other  hand,  if  it  turned 
out  that  the  plaintifis  were  liable  for  any  loss  to  the  defen- 
dant Griffith,  and  therefore  they  were  entitled  to  interfere 
and  protect  themselves  against  the  damage,  which  might 
be  sustained  by  the  defendant  Griffith,  undoubtedly  it  was 
a  damage  which  the  Court  could  ascertain^  and  which  the 
defendants,  the  company,  would  be  liable  to  pay  for  under 
their  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs.     It  occurred  to  him,  objection  of 
therefore,  that  the  order  which  could  protect  all  parties  J^'^JI^*^?^^^ 
from  damage,   or  indemnify  them  for  any  damage  they  uai  by  reason 
might  sustain,  which  they  ought  not  to  have  sustained,  breach  of  cove- 
would  be  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  the  company  undertak-  made'th^ Cub- 
ing to  pay  such  sum  of  money  by  way  of  damage  for  the  ject  of  a  sepa- 

•  1..         «,.  ii-ii  .-!•  1     ™^^  action,  re- 

violation  of  meir  covenant  as  should  be  ascertained  in  such  moved  by  an 
manner  as  the  Court  should  direct.     That  would  entirely  p^y  "guch^"*^  ^ 
avoid  all  the  difficulty,  which  had  been  suggested  to  him  of  damages  as 

,  ,  ,  _   should  be  ascer- 

SQccessive  actions  at  law.     At  common  law  the  jury  would  tained  in  the 
not  be  able  to  ascertain  the  damages.  But  the  order  would  SJ^*^^^^^ 
leave  in  the  disposition  of  the  Court  in  what  way  the  da-  Court, 
n^ages  were  to  be  ascertained,  and  in  what  mode  they  were 
^  be  paid.    Of  course  the  defendants,  the  company,  would 
not  hesitate  to  give  security  to  be  approved  of  by  the 
Master  (a). 
His  Lordship  then  observed  (6)  that  he  did  not  understand 

(a)  See  Sanxter  v.  Foster,  Cr.  lates  to  the  dissolution  of  the  in- 

«  Ph.  303.  junction,  had  been  delivered,  that 

(()  The  ensuing  part  of  the  Lord  bis  attention  was  drawn  to  the 

^^cdlor's  judgment  was  not  provision  of  the  order  respecting 

P^ouDced  in  the  uninterrupted,  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 

^aective  form  in  which  it  ap-  Court  of  Exchequer.    There  then 

P^^  We.    It  was  not  until  that  followed  that  kind  of  dialogue 

W  of  the  judgment,  which  re-  hetwecn    his   Lordship  and   the 


UDKIKSZS  OKAiaiaKZ: 


to 

Km  "  *^ 

jnrr  ia^nier  »  iifliww  ■  thnr  igBfiet ;.  lOiE  iE. 

BIT  oK  pMmBuk.  CDHC 
All 

Kfli  LonliUp  jiUefli  tbt  b  opmim  im^  nks  tfe  Govt 
wanapi^Ged  u^fcit  mn  mjaaetiaBL  to  pcotedt  fartiHfinMim 
mlbtM  <)f  a  legal  rigfe  of  de  parties  ippfjra^ 


^>|nM|f  iNCin'^      4i4  iMt  dearfj  tlmk  tfer  €Q^  to  Ivie  wfcai  ikej  asfce^ 
^0H^,^%      ^^ff^  nttma^ — e9fM  if  tt  wasm^grrcieMr  riif, — UKcoiine 


"^1^^  *      ^  tlMr  Coort  was  to  pm  it  ia  m  wxf  to  karo  tke  legal  iiglil 
^^  H4  4(-     M»i>irtamed,  and  the  dntj  of  tke  Coort  iras  to  protect  the 

fi0iftm  fA  the  parties  in  the  mean  time;  and  therdbre  it 
fmf(^  not  to  be  in  the  opfdon  of  the  defrndanta^  the'  eom- 
ymj ;  it  oo|B^  not  to  be  as  at  present,  if  they  thought  fit. 
ihti  fi/r  the  purpose  of  af^yii^  the  eqnitj  it  was  the  duty 
//f  ihi  Court  to  hare  the  l^al  rights  ascertained  (a) ;  and 

i'^mm^l  in  tbe  csuae,  which  on-  the  jodgmoit  ii  s  consolidatkm 

uttffAHhif  oHea  UktM  place  after  of  what  die  Lord  ChaocelloT  said 

il»A  d^mnn  of  the  priocipal  point  in  the  coarse  of  that  dialogue. 

ffi  H  tm€.    The  remaining  part  of  (a)  Hia  Lordship  has  had  occa- 
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therefore  tlie  order  he  should  make  would  be  to  have  s  case        IM6. 


prepared  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  opinion  of  a  Court  Riobt  v.  Ths 
of  Law,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  any  action,  SuJ^Ri^wAT 
that  might  be  brought  by  the  defendant  Griffith,  for  any  Compawt  and 
breach  of  the-covenant,  contained  in  the  under  lease  under 
whidi  Defendant  Griffith  held ;  and  such  facts  were  to  be 
stated  as  might  be  considered  to  be  important  upon  the 
trial  of  the  legal  right. 


Ordkr  ofYice-ChanckllorWigram,  23rd  Jan.>  1846  (a). 
—This  Court  doth  order  that  an  injunction  be  awarded  to  re- 
strain the  defendants,  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company, 
from  directing,  or  permitting,  the  trains  mentioned  in  the  biU,  and 
advertised  as  express  trains,  or  any  of  them,  to  pass  the  Swindon 
station,  either  up  or  down,  saye  in  case  of  emergency,  or  unusual 
delay  arising  from  accidents,  without  stopping  there  for  the  re- 
freshment of  passengers,  in  conformity  with  the  coTenant  in  that 
Mialf  contained  in  the  indenture  of  lease  of  the  18th  day  of 
December  184r;»id  fiom  directing, or pennitting.  any  tndns, not 
being  a  goods  train,  or  a  train  to  be  sent  express,  or  for  special 
pQiposeSy  or  a  special  purpose,  or  a  train  not  under  the  control 
^  the  said  company,  to  pass  the  Swindon  station,  either  up  or 
down,  save  in  case  of  emergency,  or  unusual  delay  arising  from 
■cddents,  without  stopping  there  for  refreshment  of  passengers  in 
CQQ&rmity  with  the  coTcnant  in  that  behalf  contained  in  the 
indenture  of  lease  of  the  18th  day  of  Dec.  1841,  until  the 
bstfing  of  this  cause  or  until  the  Airther  order  of  this  Court : 
^d  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  defendants,  the  Great  Western 
^wty  Company,  be  at  liberty  to  have  a  case  made  for  the 

'^  before  to  remark  upon  the  case  of  the  Court  interposing  its 

^^'c^ty  of  the  Court,  where  it  injunction  to  prevent  nuisance, 

interferes  by  injunction  with  the  Dewhurst  y.   Wrigley,   1   C.   P. 

aerciae  of  a  legal  right,  providing  Coop.  327. 

'or  the  matter  in  dispute  being  (a)  The  whole  of  the  order  here 

^  at  kw.  Motley  v.  Doitmnuiii,  set  out  is  not  necessary  for  fully 

3  ^>  &  C.  14.    BramweU  v.  Hal-  understanding     the     judgment. 

^^t  ibid.  739,  and  Harmon  v.  There    are    reasons,     however, 

•^<>»ei,  Cr.  &  Ph.  301.  which  make  it  desirable  that  it 

His  Lordship  has  laid  down  should  be  inserted  entire. 
^e  same  doctrine  in  the  analogous 
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1846.  opimon  of  the  Court  of  Ezcheqaer,  such  case  to  be  in  the  form 
RiGBT  r.  Th*  ^'  ^  ^^^  effect  following,  that  is  to  say : — "On  the  18th  day  of 
GaiATWssT-  December  1841>  the  defendants,  the  Great  Western  Railway 
Sm^Int^^^  Company,  granted  to  the  plaintiffs  the  lease  in  the  bill  mentioned 
Griffith.         to  bear  date  the  18th  Dec.  1841.    (Of  which  a  copy  is  to  be 

inserted  in  this  part  of  the  case.)  On  the  24th  Dec.  1841,  the 
plaintiffs  granted  to  the  defendant  Griffith  an  underlease  bearing 
date  the  24th  December  1 84 1 .  (Of  which  a  copy  is  to  be  inserted 
in  this  part  of  the  case.)  The  refreshment  and  other  rooms 
mentioned  in  the  said  lease  of  the  18th  Dec.  1841,  were  com- 
pleted and  opened  for  the  refreshment  of  passengers  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1842,  and  from  that  time  until  the  month  of  May,  1845, 
every  train  carrying  passengers,  except  the  trains  excepted  in  the 
covenant  of  the  company,  stopped  at  the  said  refreshment  rooms  for 
the  refreshment  of  passengers.  Upon  and  ever  since  the  1 2th  May, 
1845,  the  defendants,  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  have 
caused  two  trains  called  express  trains,  carrying  passengers,  and 
not  coming  within  the  exceptions  of  the  covenant  of  the  com- 
pany, to  run  on  every  day  except  Sundays,  between  Paddington 
and  Exeter,  one  train  running  from  Paddington  to  Exeter,  and 
the  other  from  Exeter  to  Paddington.  The  defendants,  the  com- 
pany, in  breach  of  the  covenant  in  that  respect  contained  in  the 
indenture  of  lease  of  the  18th  Dec.  1841,  have  caused  their  said 
express  trains  to  pass  the  Swindon  station  without  stopping 
there  for  the  refreshment  of  passengers.  In  consequence  of  these 
trains  not  so  stopping  the  defendant  Griffith,  the  under  lessee  of 
the  refreshment  rooms,  has  sustained  a  daily  loss.  The  plaintiffs 
had  notice  of  the  intention  of  the  company  to  commit  such 
breaches  of  covenant  before  the  commission  of  any  of  them,  and 
also  had  notice  of  the  commission  of  such  breaches  of  covenant 
by  the  said  company  immediately  after  the  commission.  The 
plaintiffs  by  filing  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  said  company  on 
or  before  the  day  of  the  committing  the  first  or  any  other  of  the 
said  breaches  of  covenant  by  the  defendants,  the  Great  Western 
Railway  Company,  might  have  obtained  an  injunction  restraining 
the  company  from  committing  any  further  breach  of  their  said 
covenant.  The  plaintiffs  have  not  been  requested  by  the  defend- 
ant Griffith  to  file  such  bill,  or  to  do  any  other  act,  or  thing,  neces- 
sary or  proper  for  enforcing  the  fulfilment  or  performance  of  the 
said  covenant  of  the  said  company.  The  plaintiffs  have  not  filed 
such  bill,  or  done  any  other  act  or  thing  necessary  or  proper  for 
enforcing  the  fulfilment  or  performance  of  the  said  covenant  of  the 
said  company.    The  said  defendant  Griffith,  by  filing  at  his  own 
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expense  such  bill  as  aforesaid  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs,  might         18^6. 
have  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  the  said  company  from  kig^t  v.  The 
committing  any  further  breach  of  their  said  covenant.     The  said  Great  West- 
defendant  Griffith  has  not  filed  such  bill,  or  done  any  other  act  or  "^p^^^Jn 
thing  necessary  or  proper  for  enforcing  the  fulfilment  or  perform-  GRiFFrra. 
ince  of  the  said  covenant  of  the  said  company.     The  said  de- 
fendant Griffith  has  brought  an  action  against  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  breach  of  the  following  covenant  in  the  said  indenture  of 
underlease  :— that  is  to  say  that  they  the  said  plaintiffs,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns  should  and  would  from  time 
to  time,  and  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  the  term 
thereby  granted,  do  all  such  acts  and  things  as  should  be  neces- 
sary and  proper  for  enforcing  the  fulfilment  and  performance  of 
the  covenants  and  agreements  particularly  recited  and  set  forth  in 
the  said  indenture  of  lease  of  the  18th  Dec.   1841,  contained 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany—for giving  the  full  benefit  and  advantage  to  the  said  defend- 
ant Griffith,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  of  the  re- 
freshment room  and  premises  by  the  said  indenture  of  underlease 
demised  during  the  term  thereby  granted  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  he  the  defendant  Griffith  were  the  assignee  of  the  said  covenant. 
The  breach  of  covenant  assigned  by  the  said  defendant  Griffith  in 
such  action  is  that  the  company  have  committed  the  aforesaid 
breaches  of  covenant,  and  although  the  plaintiffs  could  and  might 
hare  done  the  necessary  and  proper  acts  and  things  for  enforcing 
the  fulfilment  and  performance  of  the  said    covenant  of  the 
said  company,   and   by  so   doing   have   enforced  such   fulfil- 
ment and  performance,   of  all  which  premises  the    plaintiffs 
had  notice,  yet  they  neglected  and  omitted  to  do  any  such 
•ct  or  thing  to  the  damage  of  the  said  defendant  Griffith."     And 
the  question  in  such  case  is  to  be  whether  the  aforesaid  action 
can  be  maintained  by  the  defendant  Griffith  against  the  said 
plaintiffs. — And  the  judges  are  to  be  attended  with  such  case, 
>nd  the  judges  by  or  before  whom  the  said  case  shall  be  heard 
ve  to  be  at  liberty  to  state  any  matter  specially.     But  such  case 
if  taken  is  to  be  set  down  for  argument  by  the  defendants,  the 
company,  within  the  first  ten  days  of  next  Easter  Term.     And  it 
u  ordered  that  the  defendants  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court 
as  they  may  be  advised.     And  it  is  ordered  that  all  costs  at  law 
wd  in  equity  be  reserved. — Reg,  Lib.  B.  1845,  fol.  735. 
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GumHBT  V. 

Sbppikos. 

One  assigning  1 
mortgage  in 
order  to  secure 
his  own  debt  is 
in  the  situation 
of  a  surety; 
and  may  insist 
upon  proceed- 
ings for  the  re- 
covery of  the 
money  due, 
unless  his 
creditor,  the 
assignee,  win 
relieyehim 
from  all  claim 
beyond  what 
the  mortgage 
may  produce. 


GURNEY  V.  SEPPINGS  AND  NOKES. 

The  defendant  Nokes  executed  a  mortgage  of  an  estate 
belonging  to  him  for  securing  to  the  defendant  Seppings  a 
debt  of  lOyOOO/.  The  defendant  Seppings  aflberwards 
borrowed  from  the  plaintiff  10,000/.  upon  the  security  of 
the  mortgage  of  an  estate  belonging  to  himself,  and  he  at 
the  same  time  assigned  to  them  as  a  further  security  the 
mortgage  executed  to  him  by  the  defendant  Nokes  of  his 
estate.  The  defendant  Seppings  haying  called  upon  the 
defendant  Nokes  to  pay  the  10,0002.  to  the  plaintiflb,  and 
the  defendant  Nokes  having  neglected  to  do  so,  the 
defendant  Seppings  brought  an  action  against  him  upon  the 
covenant  in  the  mortgage  from  the  defendant  Nokes  to 
the  defendant  Seppings.  The  plaintifib,  being  desirous  that 
the  money  should  not  be  called  in,  filed  a  bill  to  restrain 
proceedings  in  the  action. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  granted  an  injunction. 
This  was  a  motion  by  way  of  appeal  from  his  order. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Smythey  for  the  defendant 
Seppings,  in  support  of  the  appeal  motion  stated,  that  the 
security  of  the  mortgage  executed  by  the  defendant  Nokes 
to  the  defendant  Seppings  was  expected  to  be  deficient,  and 
that  it  was  important  to  the  defendant  Seppings  to  get  as 
much  as  possible  from  his  co-defendant  Nokes,  the  mort- 
gagor. The  position  of  the  defendant  Seppings  was  that  of 
a  surety,  and  he  had  a  right  to  have  all  remedies  enforced. 
He  had  offered  to  give  the  conduct  of  the  action  to  the 
plainti&,  provided  they  would  prosecute  it  with  diligence. 
Of  course  it  was  not  his  intention  to  receive  the  money  if 
recovered. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  plaintiflb,  and  against 
the  appeal  motion,  contended  that  the  defendant  Seppings 
had  no  longer  any  beneficial  interest  in  the  debt,  secured 
by  the  mortgage  of  the  defendant  Nokes  to  the  defendant 
Seppings ;  inasmuch  as  his  own  debt  to  the  plainti&  was  as 
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great  as  such  mortgage  debt.  The  effect  of  the  assignment        1B46. 
was  to  convert  hun  into  amere  naked  trustee  for  the  plaintiffs,  qurnbt  v. 
The  LoBD  Chanokllob  said,  the  question  was,  whether  the  Sbppinoi. 
plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  the  debt  and  mortgage,  had  such 
an  interest  in  the  money  as  would  entitle  them  to  restrain 
the  defendant  Seppings  from  suing  the  defendant  Nokes, 
his  mortgagor,  upon  the  covenants  contained  in  the  mort- 
gaged deed.     The  plaintifib  being  assignees  of  the  debt 
and  mortgage,  had,  it  was  true,  the  first  interest  in  the 
money  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  Nokes.    On  the  other 
hand,  the  defendant  Seppings  said,  he  was  under  a  per- 
sonal responsibility  and  had  given  a  mortgage  of  his  estate, 
aad  that  having  thus  an  interest  in  the  money  due  from 
the  defendant  Nokes,  he  had  a  right  to  recover  it.    The 
defendant  Seppings  stood  in  the  situation  of  surety  for  the 
imoont  of  10,000/.  to  the  plaintiff,  and  was  bound  to  make 
good  to  them  any  difference  there  might  be  between  that 
sum  and  the  amount  to  be  realised  upon  the  mortgage 
security  executed  by  the  defendant  Nokes.    The  defendant 
Seppmgs  did  not  stand,  as  was  argued,  in  the  situation  of  a 
naked  trustee.  As  surety  he  had  an  interest  in  the  amount 
to  be  obtained  from  the  defendant  Nokes,  the  mortgagor ; 
and  being  liable  for  the  whole  10,000/.  to  the  plaintii&,  he 
had  a  right  to  endeavour  to  realise  what  he  could  from  the 
nunrtgagor.     The  plainti&  could  not  restrain  the  defendant 
Seppings  from  enforcing  his  security,  and  still  hold  him 
li&ble.    If  they  chose  the  injunction,  they  must  take  to  the 
security  given  by  the  defendant  Nokes  in  satisfaction  of 
their  debt.      The  plaintiffs  might,  if  they  pleased,  take 
ui  mjunction,  upon  the  terms  that    they  released  the 
defendant  Seppings  from  all  claims  upon  him  beyond  what 
^ht  be  produced  by  the  defendant   Nokes'  mortgage 
security.     It  seemed  to  have  been  the  impression  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor  that  such  would  be  the  effect  of  his  order ; 
hat  that  was  a  question  of  great  nicety,  and  it  was  not 
necessary  to  leave  the  parties  to  realise  that  equity.     The 
defendant  Seppings  should  undertake  to  pay  into  Court,  or 
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1846.         to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  the  amount  which  might  be  recovered 

GuKNVT  V,        from  the  defendant  Nokes. 

SEPPING8.  rpj^^  ^j^^j.  ^f  i^jj^  Vice-Chancellor  was  reversed,  and  the 

injunction  dissolved  (a). 


1846. 
July  7. 


HBMMiNGr.  HEMMING  V.  DINGWALL. 

Dingwall. 

PubUcation,       The  Vice-Chancellor  of  Eneland  had  refused  the  plaintiflTs 

which  had  .       .  ®  .  '^  . 

passed,  enhirg-   application  to  enlarge  publication,  and  this  was  a  motion 

^^8to^.    by  way  ofappeal  from  his  decision. 

Mr.  Willcoch  for  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
stated  that  no  application  had  been  made  to  the  Master,  in 
consequence  of  the  plaintiflTs  solicitor  having  computed  the 
time  by  calendar  instead  of  lunar  months,  and  through 
this  misconception  or  inadvertence,  allowed  the  period  to 
elapse.  The  Vice-Chancellor  did  not  think  that  this  cir^ 
cumstance  was  a  reason  for  indulgence.  He  could  not  deny 
that  there  had  formerly  been  some  delay  in  the  cause,  but 
latterly  it  had  been  prosecuted  with  diligence.  Considering 
the  long  vacation  was  so  near,  no  injury  would  accrue  to 
the  defendants,  by  granting  the  order  sought. 

Mr.  Romilly  and  Mr.  Southgate^  for  the  defendants  and 
against  the  appeal  motion,  said  the  time  had  been  suflPered 
to  expire  from  ignorance,  and  submitted  that  no  case  was 
made  out  for  relaxing  the  operation  of  the  general  orders 
of  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  it  was  the  duty  of  solicitors  to 
know  what  is  the  practice  of  the  Court ;  and  he  was  not  dis- 
posed to  pay  much  attention  to  an  excuse  of  ignorance,  and 
more  especially  on  plain  matters ;  there  was  no  apology  for 

(a)  See  "Right  of  Surety  to  ditor  to  put  the  bond  in  suit 
call  on  principal  debtor  to  pay.  against  any  principal  debtor.'^ 
— Right  of  Surety  to  call  on  ere-      1  C.  P.  Cooper,  612—616. 
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'hat  kind.     He  wished  the  profession  to  un-         1846. 
^  ''atever  might  be  the  result  to  clients,  an  Hkmming  v. 

^  ^  not  always,  nor  in  general,  furnish  a  ^'''®^^*'"" 

of  the  Court.     Solicitors  must  not 
in  consequence  of  slips  of  prac- 
ould  often  mislead  themselves 
ft.         ^,  jtjs  of  this  kind  must  be  deter- 


v 


cK* 


-leir  peculiar  circumstances.  Here  it 
.ore  had  been  a  slip  or  error,  that  must  be 
w  to  ignorance^  but  accidental  inadvertence.  It 
^d,  that  at  first  there  had  been  delay  ;  it  was  a 
wommon  case  to  do  nothing  until  the  last  moment,  and  then, 
there  was  often  too  great  haste.  However,  the  plaintiff 
tad  in  this  case  exercised  all  proper  diligence,  during  the 
latter  part  of  the  time  in  which  this  suit  had  been  pending. 
There  was  clearly  a  bon&  fide  intention  to  go  on  with  the 
wit.  Then  having  regard  to  the  period  of  the  year,  it  did 
iM)t  appear  that  the  defendant  could  possibly  get  rid  of  the 
soit  at  present.  He  would  not  be  prejudiced.  Upon  the 
whole,  and  under  the  particular  circumstances,  he  should 
inake  an  order  that  publication  should  be  enlarged  to 
the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term. 


The  reporter  has  frequently  heard  Lord  Lyndhurst  express  his  Court  of  Chan- 
«npn«>  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  should  be  less  indulgent  than  eery  Ims  indul- 
the  Common  Law  Courts  to  parties,  who  have  neglected  to  com-  courts  of  Com- 
ply with  the  rules  of  procedure.     In  the  latter  nothing  is  more  T^on  Law  to 
Moal  than  to  relieve  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants  from  the  con-  {Jj^  to'comply 
SQ^oeaoe  of  mistakes  occasioned  sometimes  by  ignorance,  some-  with  rules  of 
tunes  by  negligence,  in  cases  altogether  analogous  to  those  in  ^^^  ""• 
which  die  former  have  repeatedly  declined  to  interfere.     This 
'chef  is  of  course  granted  upon  terms,  but  those  terms  are  so  well 
known  as  to  be  found  in  all  the  Common  Law  books  of  practice. 
On  several  recent  occasions.  Lord  Lyndhurst  showed  a  dispo- 
sition to  abate  the  rigour  of  the  Court ;  and  where  no  harm  could 
accrue  to  the  opposing  party,  he  occasionally  complied  with  the  /)a//,-,iM>r«  v. 
appKcttion.     He  did  so  in  Dallimore  v.  Ogilvie,  November,  1845.   OgiMt. 
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Hbmming  v. 
Dingwall. 


Crmtwell  ▼. 
Harria, 

Dictum  of  Sir 
J.  Leach. 


In  that  case  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  had«  in  June,  1845^ 
dismissed  the  bill,  when  an  application  was  made  to  the  Lord 
ChanceUor  that  it  might  be  restored.  There  was  an  all^;ation 
that  the  cause  had  been  for  some  time  mider  compromise,  and 
that  this  had  put  the  plaintiff  off  his  guard,  and  prevented  him 
from  taking  the  measures  necessary  for  keeping  his  suit  on  foot. 
Lord  Lyndhurst  thought  there  was  not  sufficient  evi Jence  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  misled  by  the  negotiation  for  a  compromise, 
but  he  nevertheless  discharged  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  upon 
terms. 

A  reference  to  WaltMley  v.  Froude,  1  Russell  &  Mylne,  334, 
will  show  the  change  operated  in  Lord  Lyndhurst's  mind,  although 
the  case  was,  as  he  said,  a  very  hard  one.  The  reporter  was  coun- 
sel both  in  Walmaley  v.  Froude,  and  BaUimore  v.  OffUvie, 

The  reporter  is  in  possession  of  the  note  of  a  dictum  of  Sir  John 
Leach,  questioning  the  justice  of  forcing  a  recommencement  of 
the  litigation,  and  a  repetition  of  the  expense  on  both  sides,  where 
conditions  can  be  imposed,  which  will  afford  ample  indemnity  for 
the  default. 

The  dictum  was  in  a  case  of  Creaswell  v.  Harris,  reported  1 
C.  P.  Coop.  492.  That  case,  it  will  be  seen,  was  one  in  which  there 
had  been  a  mistake  similar  to  that  in  the  principal  case,  and  which 
mistake  Sir  John  Leach  would  give  no  opportunity  of  correcting, 
upon  the  ground,  however,  that  there  was  no  honest  purpose  to 
prosecute  the  suit. 


1846. 
July  7. 


Ha&dt  v. 
Hakdt. 

Time  allowed 
for  getting  in 
the  answer  of 
the  other  de- 
fendants, plain- 
tiff having 
omitted  to  take 
steps  for  that 
purpose  in  con- 
sequence of  an 
arrangement 
with  the  prin- 
cipal defendant. 


HARDY  V.  HARDY. 


This  was  a  bill  filed  in  March,  1842,  by  a  son  against  his 
father.  The  father  was  the  principal  defendant.  The 
defendant,  the  father,  put  in  his  answer,  and  there  was  an 
arrangement,  the  result  of  which  was,  that  the  suit  ceased 
to  be  prosecuted.  Soon  after  the  plaintiff  went  to  New 
Zealand.  In  February,  1845,  the  defendant,  the  father, 
moved  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  when  the 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  under  the  circumstances, 
directed  that  the  motion  should  stand  over  for  twelve 
months ;  in  order  that  the  plaintiff^s  solicitor  might  write 
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to  his  client  for  instructions.    The  twelve  months  having        1846. 
expired,   the   defendant,   the   father,   again  renewed   his  Hardtv. 
motion ;  when  his  Honour  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  should  ^^*''^- 
file  a  replication  within  a  week,  and  if  he  did  not,  his  bill 
was  to  be  dismissed. 

Mr.  Fookg^  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  by  way  of  appeal  from 
his  Honour's  order,  and  stated  that  it  was  out  of  the  plain- 
tiff's power  to  comply  with  it.     That  under  the  93rd  Order 
of  May,  1845,  only  one  replication  is  to  be  filed  in  each 
cause.     That  it  was  the  policy  of  the  new  orders  to  avoid 
occasion  for  a  second  replication.     That  for  this  reason, 
where  there  has  been  a  motion  to  dismiss,  and  there  have 
been  other  defendants,  whose  answers  had  not  been  put  in, 
•nd  it  would  be  necessary  to  file  a  replication  to  those 
answers  also,  it  had  been  the  usual  course,  that  the  motion 
to  dismiss  should  stand  over  for  a  reasonable  time  (a).     He 
then  read  affidavits  to  show,  that  prior  to  the  plaintiff 
leaving  England,  there  was  every  reason  to  believe  that  the 
further  prosecution  of  the  suit  would  be  unnecessary.    The 
arrangement  then  come  to  had,  however,  been  violated  by 
the  defendant,  and   it  was  now  determined  to  proceed 
with  the  suit  to  a  hearing  immediately. 

Mr.  BaUy^  for  the  defendant,  in  opposition  to  the  motion, 
argued  that  the  affidavits  did  not  show  any  such  understand- 
iogi  as  ought  to  deprive  his  client  of  the  right  to  insist  upon 
the  strict  course  of  practice. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  the  case  put  by  the  plaintiff's 
c<yQn8el  was,  that  the  matter  stood  over  on  an  understanding ; 
and  that  the  defendant  had  now  taken  advantage  of  the 
plaintiffs  absence  abroad,  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  bill  for 
^^tof  prosecution.  That  there  was  reason  to  think  that 
^  defendant  misled  the  plaintiff,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
proceeding.  He  knew  the  plaintiff  had  gone  to  New 
Zealand,  and  the  several  arrangements,  which  took  place, 
sufficiently  explained  why  the  suit  had  not  gone  on.  An 
^'i^gement  having  been  made  with  the  principal  defendant, 

(a)  See  SthiUim  v.  Taylor,  4  Hare,  608. 
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Harot  v. 
Hardt. 


the  plaintiff  did  not  proceed  to  get  in  the  answers  of  the 
other  defendants.  The  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff  had  now 
received  a  communication,  that  he  was  to  go  on  with  the  suit. 
There  was  nothing  to  show  that  there  had  been  any  delay, 
since  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  had  received  a  communication 
from  his  client.  The  Vice-Chancellor's  order  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  reply  within  a  week,  which  was  under  the 
circumstances  impossible ;  it  was  tantamount  to  an  imme- 
diate dismissal  of  the  bill.  There  was  reason  to  suspect, 
that  there  was  not  much  of  substance  left  to  be  done  in  the 
suit.  This  might  account  for  what  had  taken  place.  At 
all  events,  there  was  now  nothing  to  prevent  the  suit  from 
being  put  in  a  position  to  be  prosecuted.  The  plaintiff 
must  undertake  to  get  in  the  answers,  and  file  a  replication, 
by  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term. 


1846. 
July  7th. 

^^ .— ' 

Attorney 
General  v, 
Worcester 
Corporation. 

Under  the 
Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act, 
Mayor,  Alder- 
men and  Citi' 
ten$t  not  Bur- 
gesHif  is  the 
proper  descrip- 
tion in  the  case 
of  a  city. 


ATTORNEY  GENERAL  v.  WORCESTER 

CORPORATION. 

The  information  styled  the  defendants  "the  Mayor,  Alder- 
men, and  Burgesses  of  the  City  of  Worcester .■*'  They  put 
in  their  answer  and  entitled  it  "  The  answer  of  the  Mayor, 
Aldermen,  BXidCitizens  of  the  City  of  Worcester.*'  The  Clerk 
of  Records  and  Writs  had  overlooked  the  variance  in  the 
description  in  the  title  of  the  answer  from  the  description 
in  the  information,  and  had  filed  it. 

It  appeared  that,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  the  Corporation  used  and  was  known 
by  the  style,  and  title  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Citizens 
of  the  City  of  Worcester,  and  that  after  the  passing  of  that 
Act  they  for  some  time  used  and  were  known  by  the  style  and 
title  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of  the  City  of 
Worcester,  but  that  on  the  4th  January,  1844,  the  Corpo- 
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ntkxi  came  to  a  resolution  to  use 'in  future  the  style  and         i^*!^* 
title  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Citizens  of  the  City  of  Attorney 
Worcester,  and  they  had  ever  since  accordingly  used  and  woecmtku 
been  known  by  such  last-mentioned  style  and  title,  and  had  Corporation. 
granted  all  their  leases  by  such  style  and  title.     The  relators 
threatening  to  apply  that  the  answer  might  be  taken  off  the 
file  upon  the  ground  of  the  above-mentioned  variance,  the 
defendants,  on  the  15th  January,  1846,  moved  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wigram  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  amend 
their  answer  by  entitling  it  *^  the  answer  of  the  defendants 
the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Citizens^  in  the  information  called 
the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of  the  City  of  Wor- 
cester,^ but  his  Honour  did  not  consider  the  amendment 
desired  of  any  consequence,  and  refused  the  application. 

The  defendants  now  moved  by  way  of  appeal  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  who  did  not  agree  with  the  Court  below  in 
eoDsideiing  the  amendment  desired  as  not  being  of  any 
consequence,  and  after  referring  to  the  6th,  the  137th,  and 
the  142nd  sections  of  the  Act  for  regulating  Municipal 
Corporations  in  England  and  Wales,  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  70, 
expressed  an  opinion  that  in  the  case  of  a  city  '^  Mayor, 
Aldermen,  and  Citizens^*  is  the  proper  description,  and 
directed  that  the  answer  should  in  its  title  be  amended  as 
desired,  the  same  being  resealed  by  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Rolt^  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the  appeal 
motion. — Mr.  Wood  and  Mr.  Harwood  for  the  relators, 
against  it. 


During  the  sittings  similar  orders  were  made  in  some  other 
cases  of  the  same  kind. 

The  early  statutes  and  early  rolls  of  Parliament  in  general 
observe  the  distinction  between  citizens  and  burgesses.  Take  for 
instance  the  following  passage,  which  occurs  in  a  statute  of 
Bichard  II.  :  £t  quelconque  persone  de  mesme  Ic  roialmc 
(|^era  desore  la  dite  somonce,  soit  il  Ercevesque,  Evcsque, 
Abbe,  Priour,  Due,  Cent,  Baron,  Baneret,  Chivalcr,  de  Contee, 

c2 
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1846.  atezein  de  Cite,  Bwrgeit  de  Burgh,  ou  autre  singalere  peraone  on 

ArroRNiT  comminaltce  qudconqe^  &c.  A  more  andent  statute,  that  of 
Gbitkkalv.  Merton,  speaking  —  de  dominis  qui  maritaTerint  iUos  quos 
^^^^ATioN    ^^^^*  "*  custodia  mllanis  vel  aUis,  sieut  burgennbua,  ubi  dispaia- 

gentur  —  Lord  Coke  has  thought  it  necessary  to  explain  that 
the  act  extends  also  to  citizens,  because  all  cities  were  first 
boroughs. 


1846. 
July  7th. 

Blbnkxn-  BLENKINSOPP  v.  blenkinsopp. 

topp  V.  Blbn- 

KINtOPP. 

Itlsnotasuffi.  This  suit  was  to  enforce  an  order  of  the  Privy  Council 
fo^'SlttSr.^de  sequestrating  real  estates  of  the  defendant  situate  in  Eng- 
in  orddr  giving  land.  It  came,  therefore,  within  the  acts  2  Will.  IV.  c. 
subpoena  out  of  33,  and  4  &  5  Will.  IV .  c.  82,  for  effectuating  the  service 
that^heaffi^'  of  process  issuing  from  the  Court — ^being  a  suit  concerning 
▼it,  upon  which  lands,  or  a  charge,  lien,  judgment,  or  incumbrance  thereon. 

it  is  obtained,  •     o 

relates  only  to  Under  the  33rd  of  the  General  Orders  of  8th  May,  1845  (a), 
defimdant's  ^^^  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  an  order  dated  23rd  January, 
residence.  1846,  giving  the  plaintiff  liberty  to  serve  a  subpoena,  for 

the  defendant  to  appear  and  answer,  in  Scotland.  This 
order  was  made  upon  an  affidavit  of  Robert  Gordon  of 
Edinburgh,  messenger  at  arms,  stating: — That  he  knew  the 
person  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  had  been 
for  some  time  past  residing,  and  did  then  reside,  in  the 
Sanctuary,  or  within  the  precincts,  of  the  Palace  of  Holy- 
rood,  and  that  his  name  appeared  in  the  register  of  persons 
under  personal  protection  within  the  said  Sanctuary  or  pre- 
cincts, and  that  the  deponent  saw  him  personally  within  the 

(a)  When  a  defendant  in  any  order  that  the  sabpoena  to  appear 

suit  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  to  and  answer  the  bill  may  be 

the  Court,  the  Court,  upon  appli-  served  on  such  defendant  in  such 

cation  supported  by  such  evidence  place  or  county,  or  within  such 

as  shall  satisfy  the  Court  in  what  limits  as  the  Court  thinks  fit  to 

place  or  county  such  defendant  direct. — Beav.  Ord.  297. 
is  or  may  probably  be  found,  may 
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said  Sanctuary  or  precincts  on  the  day  preceding  (a).     The         ^*^^ 
defendant  being  advised  that  the  order  of  the  Master  of  Blbnkinsopp 
the  Rolls  was  erroneous,  entered  his  appearance  with  the  ^^p"'**'**''" 
registrar  (&  I,  and  gave  a  notice  of  motion  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor  to  discharge  it. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Faher^  for  the  motion,  submitted 
that  the  affidavit,  merely  showing  the  fact  of  residence  out 
of  the  jurisdiction,  was  not  sufficient.  That  there  ought  to 
be  evidence  as  to  merits,  or  that  the  suit  was  at  all  events  of 
such  a  nature,  that  it  was  proper  to  give  leave  for  the 
service  of  the  subpoena  abroad  (c).  The  suit,  instead  of 
relating  to  land,  or  a  charge  upon  lands  in  England,  as 
was  alleged  in  the  present  instance,  might  relate  to  lands 
situated  in  France,  and  the  defendant  might  be  a  foreigner, 
who  had  never  been  within  the  Queen's  dominions. 

Mr.  Olcuse  and  Mr.  Moxon^  for  the  plaintiff,  opposed  the 
motion. 


Jmrfw-  (a)  Upon  motion  this  day  made 
Jj^  onto  this  Court,  by  Mr.  George 
mt^  Turner  and  Mr.  Ward  of  coimsel 
jn^ottof  for  plaintiff,  it  was  alleged  that  the 
^^  pbintiff  exhibited  her  biU  in  this 
Conn  against  the  defendants. 
That  the  defendant,  George  Tho- 
mu  Leaton  Blenkinsopp,  resides 
in  the  Sanctuary,  or  within  the 
prednct,  of  the  Palace  of  Holyrood 
in  the  kingdom  of  Scotland,  as  by 
tbe  affidavit  of  Robert  Gordon 
DOW  read  appears.  It  was  there- 
fore prayed  that  the  plaintiff  may 
be  It  liberty  to  serve  a  subpoena 
for  the  defendant,  George  Thomas 
Uaton  Blenkinsopp,  to  appear  to 
and  answer  the  plaintiff's  bill  on 
the  laid  defenduit,  at  Holjrrood 
aforesaid,  or  elsewhere  in  that  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom  called 
Scotland;  which  is  ordered  ac- 
cordingly ;  and  that  the  time  within 
^vhich  the  defendant,  George  Tho- 


mas Leaton  Blenkinsopp,  is  to 
appear  to  the  said  bill  is  to  be 
eight  days  after  such  service,  and 
that  the  time  within  which  the 
said  defendant  is  to  plead, 
answer,  or  demur  thereto,  or 
obtain  further  time  from  the 
Court  to  make  his  defence  to  the 
said  bill,  is  to  be  one  month  after 
such  appearance. 

{b)  A  party,  manifesting  a  design  Parker  ▼.  New- 
to  elude  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  comb.  Entry  of 
can  have  no  greater  privilege,  than  JSJ^I^*^^^ 
if  it  be  actually  served,  but  the 
service  is  alleged  to  have  been  at- 
tended with  irregularity.  Before 
any  application  can  be  made  in  his 
behalf,  he  must  enter  his  appear- 
ance with  the  registrar.  Parker 
V.  Newcomb,  V.  C.  July,  1822. 

(c)  See  the  affidavit  in  De  Saul' 
cy  V.  De  Saulcy,  1  C.  P.  Coop. 
116. 
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Blbnkinsopp 
V.  Blrmkin- 

80PP. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  the  33rd  General  Order 
of  May,  1845,  required  no  affidavit  of  merits.  It  left  the 
evidence  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court.  He  was  not 
called  upon  to  determine,  whether  the  mere  circumstance  of 
residence  in  a  foreign  country  was  enough.  There  was, 
however,  nothing  to  prevent  the  Court  from  inspecting  the 
record  of  the  bill,  and  ascertaining,  in  that  way,  that  the 
subject  of  it  was  one,  in  which  service  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion should  be  permitted  (a).  He  would  not  set  aside  the 
order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  the  suggestion  that, 
for  anything  appearing  by  the  affidavit,  the  facts  might  be 
such  as  not  to  justify  the  order. 

Motion  refused. 


Service  of  sub- 
]HKna  out  of 
the  jurisdiction 
In  suits  not 
comprehended 
by  the  acts  of 
WiU.  IV. 


The  Court  had 
no  authority  to 
direct  such 
service  in  any 
suits  prior  to 
those  acts. 


If  the  suit  had  not  been  of  a  kind  comprehended  by  the  acts 
of  the  2nd  Will.  IV.  c.  33,  and  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  82,  stiU  the 
33rd  General  Order  of  8th  May,  1845,  applies  to  any  suit 
where  the  defendant  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  This,  indeed,  was 
contested  in  the  late  case  of  Whitmore  v.  Ryan,  4  Hare,  612.  It 
was  there  argued  that  the  33rd  General  Order  of  May,  1845, 
must  be  taken,  not  as  introducing  a  new  jurbdiction,  but  as  ap- 
plying only  to  the  jurisdiction  already  existing^  and  that  such 
jurisdiction,  being  wholly  conferred  by  the  two  acts  of  Will.  IV. 
cannot  extend  to  any  suits,  except  such  as  are  there  described. 

It  must  be  now  admitted  that  prior  to  the  acts  of  Will.  IV.  the 
Court  had  no  authority  to  direct  service  of  a  subpoena  to  appear 
and  answer,  out  of  England  and  Wales.  As  long  ago  as  the  year 
1698,  Lord  Somers  (Cowslad  v.  Cefy,  Pr.  Ch.  83)  said  he  doubted 
whether  a  foreigner  could  be  served  with  a  subpoena  in  a  foreign 
country.  This  doubt  was  probably  not  diminished  by  a  suggestion 
of  Hutchins  (who  had  been  a  Commissioner  of  the  Great  Seal)  of 
the  danger  that  might  atteiid  such  an  operation.  Hutchins  said  he 
remembered  that  the  Great  Duke  of  Tuscany  had  laid  several  per- 
sons by  the  heels  for  executing  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses 
in  hb  dominions  without  his  leave.  After  some  vacillation,  the  pro- 
priety of  the  doubt  of  Lord  Somers  was  shovm  by  the  decisious  (&). 

(a)  See  the  form  of  the  order      Coop.  118. 
in  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1   C.  P.  (b)  The  cases    tan  Bourie  v. 
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Bot  althongfa  it  omnot  be  disputed  that  at  the  time  of  the         1846. 
promulgation  of  the  33rd  G^eral  Order  of  May,  1845,  there  blbnkinsopp 
existed  no  power  in  the  Court  for  effectuating  service  abroad  of  a  v.  Blbnkin- 
subpoena  to  appear  and  answer,  except  in  cases  mentioned  in  the  ^''* 
two  acts  of  Will.  IV.  jet  those  general  orders  are  made  not  merely 
in  pursuance  of  all  former  powers  enabling  the  Chancellor  in  that 
behalf,  but  of  the  two  acts  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  94,  and  4  &  5  Vict. 
c.  52,  for  facilitating  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery.     And  all  orders  of  the  Court  expressed  to  be  made  in 
pursuance  of  those  acts  are  thereby  made  as  binding  on  the 
Court,  as  if  the  prorisions  contained  in  such  orders  had  been 
expressly  enacted  by  Parliament.      And  it  was  truly  said  in 
Whitmore  v.  Ryan^  that  the  order  must  be  read  as  if  the  very 
words  of  it  had  been  contained  in  the  act,  and  if  that  was  so, 
there  could  be  no  doubt  of  the  interpretation  of  the  order: — and  in 
consequence  it  applies  to  suits,  the  subject  of  which  may  not  be 
of  the  nature  mentioned  in  the  acts  of  William  IV. 

In  the  same  case  it  was  sensibly  remarked,  that  the  power  of 
the  Court  to  direct  service  abroad  should  be  exercised  with  great 
circumspection.  It  is  probable  that  it  will  eventually  become 
part  of  the  duty  of  the  Judge,  before  he  makes  the  order,  to  con- 
sider whether  justice  may  not  be  obtained  without  a  suit  in  this 


:Fv* 


fciilre. 


MaeikmaH  2  Dick.  587 ;  Seott  v. 
HougK  4  Bro.  C.  C.  213 ;  Show 
▼.  hmdioy,  18  Ves.  496$  Nickol 
T.  Giojffi,  1  Sim.  389 ;  Femtmdez 
▼.  Corbyn,  2  Sim.  544.    See  also 
what  wan  said  by  Lord  Chancellor 
Hart  in  Meredith  v.   fVillett,   1 
Mol.  243,  and  in  Da  Sylva  v. 
thnegall,  3  Mol.  105.   llie  Irish 
cases  are  Creed  v.  Byrne,  1  Hog. 
79;  Jahuom  v.  Nagie,  I  Mol.  243. 
It  has  been  thought  that  the 
Irish  authorities  are  contradictory. 
This  is  not  so.  Itwill  be  found  that 
in  those  cases,  in  which  there  has 
been  service  of  Irish  process  out 
of  the  jurisdiction,  it  was  not  ori- 
ginal; and  it  has  been  observed 
by  Lord  Chancellor  Hart  that  the 
scrrice  of  such  process  is  subject 
to  Tery  different   considerations 
f^om  senrice  of  subpoena  to  appear 


and  answer.  It  is  the  daily  prac- 
tice, where  a  defendant  is  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  to  substitute  ser- 
vice of  subsequent  process  on 
some  one,  who  is  within  the  juris- 
diction, and  who  can  be  fairly 
treated  as  representing  him.  Per- 
sonal service  therefore  of  subse- 
quent process  upon  the  defend- 
ant out  of  the  jurisdiction,  is  to  be 
looked  upon  in  the  light  of  an  ad- 
vantage to  the  defendant.  The 
Irish  courts  require  personal  ser- 
vice, if  possible,  alleging  as  a  rea- 
son the  great  danger  that  a  mis- 
take  may  be  made  as  to  the  iden- 
tity of  the  individual  to  be  served. 
See  Nolan  v.  Nolan,  1  Moll.  83, 
and  244 ;  Johnson  v.  Nagle,  ibid. 
243 ;  Lloyd  v.  Trimhleston,  ibid. 
244 ;  S.  C.  2  Hog.  95 ;  Irwin  v. 
Carlton,  1  Moll.  245. 
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1846.  country.  If  the  case  be  such  that  the  plaintiff  obviouslj  pos- 
Blsnkinsopp  s^^ses  as  effectire  a  remedy  elsewhere,  why  should  the  Court 
«.  Blbmkin-      interfere  in  an  extraordinary  manner?  why  should  the  Court 

unnecessarily  render  itself  obnoxious  to  the  censure  passed  upon 
English  judges  that,  from  misapprehension  of  a  l^al  maxim,  they 
are  often  too  much  disposed — at  least  in  the  indpiency  of  their 
functions — to  enlarge  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction  ? 


80PP. 


The  ChAn.  From  a  passage  extracted  by  the  reporter  some  years  ago  from 

kmdimdlreland  ^^  ^^^  unpublished  law  treatise,  he  has  reason  to  think  that  an 
once  contem-  arrangement  was  once  contemplated  between  the  Chancellors  of 
cation  of^the^'  England  and  Ireland,  under  which,  in  certain  cases,  reciprocal  aid 
process  of  their  was  to  be  afforded  for  the  execution  of  the  process  of  their  courts 
rwwtWe*^*"  in  their  respective  jurisdictions.  It  seems  to  have  been  intended 
jurisdictions.       that  the  process  should  be  indorsed  by  the  Chancellor  of  the 

country  in  which  effect  was  to  be  given  to  it.    There  are  some 
passages  in  the  books  which  make  it  not  improbable  that  there 
was  a  scheme  of  this  kind.     In  Kildare  v.  Eustace,  1  Vem.  405, 
it  was  said  by  Lord  Jeffreys,  that  parties  might  have  a  snbpcena 
out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  returnable  in  the  Chan- 
cery of  Ireland.    And  in  the  same  case,  1  Vem.  420,  Sir  John 
Holt  said  in  argument,  though  it  is  true  we  may  serve  him  with 
a  subpcena  out  of  this  Court,  returnable  in  the  Chancery  in 
Ireland,  yet,  if  he  will  not  appear  upon  that  subpcena:  we  can 
proceed  no  further ;  we  cannot  take  out  any  attachment  upon  it. 
It  may  be  mentioned,  that  in  1675  Lord  Nottingham  allowed 
a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  partition  of  lands  in   Ireland  on  the 
ground  that  neither  an  attachment,  sequestration,  injunction  for 
possession,   nor   writ   of  assistance    to    the   sheriff    could   be 
awarded  into  Ireland,  Carteret  v.  Petty,  2  Swanst.  324  ;  see  also 
2  Ch.  Ca.  189 :   and  that  in  Arglatte  v.  Mutckamp,  1  Vem.  76, 
135,  it  was  admitted  that  the  Court  could  not  award  a  sequestra- 
tion against  lands  in  Ireland.     In  Fryer  v.  Bernard,  2  P.  Will. 
262,  however.  Lord  Macclesfield  said  that  if  the  plaintiff  first 
took  out  a  sequestration  here,  upon  nulla  bona  returned,  he  would 
grant  a  sequestration,  which  should  afiect  the  defendant's  estate 
in  Ireland.     The  reporter  has  added,  sed  quaere,  to  whom  the 
sequestration  against  the  defendant's  estate  in  Ireland  is  to  be 
directed,  and  if  it  should  not  be  by  an  order  firom  the  Lord 
Chancellor  recitmg  the  proceedings  here  and  directing  the  Chan- 
cellor of  Ireland  to  issue  a  sequestration  there  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  towards  satisfaction  of  his  demands.      The 
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qoestion  was  acxm  after  discussed  before  the  Lords  Commissioners         ^^^^' 

of  the  Great  Seal  {Fryer  v.  Femon,  Sel.  Ch.  Ca.  5),  when  the  blknmnsopf 

Registrar  said  that  such  a  sequestration  never  went.     Sir  Joseph  v.  Bunkin- 

JekyU'a  remarks  in  that  case  maj  be  consulted.  '^''' 


Li  the  above-mentioned  case  of  Kildare  v.  Etutace,  I  Yem.   Subpoenas  in 
406,  Lord  Jeffirejs,  in  proof  that  there  might  be  a  subpoena  out  cw^betwecn 
of  the  English  Court  of  Chanceiy,  returnable  in  the  Chanceiy  of  apprentice, 
Ireland,  said  that,  in  his  own  experience  (he  had  been  recorder)  ^^^^  ^"^ 
in  cases  between  master  and  apprentice  in  the  city  of  London,  he  in^ye  been 
had  known  subpcenas  to  have  issued  out  of  the  Court,  returnable  iwued,  return- 

ftble  in  Ihe 

in  the  Mayor*s  Court  in  London,  for  persons  that  Uved  out  of  the  j^,^  Mayor's 

jurisdiction  (of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court).  Those,  who  have  looked  Court. 

into  the  early  history  of  the  Court,  are  aware  of  the  numerous  and 

anomalous  dass  of  cases  between  master  and  apprentice  in  the 

dty  of  London,  that  formerly  came  before  the  Chancellor  and  the 

Master  of  the  Rolls.    There  seems  towards  the  end  of  the  1 7th 

century  to  have  been  a  desire  to  get  rid  of  them  (MS.  treatise), 

and  it  was  possibly  with  that  view  that  the  subpoenas  mentioned 

hj  Lord  Jeffreys  were  issued.     The  principle  of  the  measure  is 

liot  intelligible.     See  Baker  v.  Shelbury,  Freem.  184  ;  Lex  Lond. 

1680,  p.  51  ;  Laws  Lond.  1765,  p.  169  ;  Stephenson  v.  Holditch, 

2  Vem.  492.     A  case  belonging  to  the  above  class  is  to  be  found 

in  the  books  as  late  as  the  time  of  Lord  Kenyon.     Hale  v.  Webb, 

2  Brown,  C.  C.  78» 


1846. 
July  8  &  11. 
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This  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaiitiff,  a  trustee  and  the  trea-  Bill  for  tc- 
8wer under  a  Local  Turnpike  Road  Act,  against  the  defend-  tee  of  turnpike' 
Mt,  a  mortgagee  of  the  tolls  in  possession,  and  it  prayed  an  JJ^*^*^ 
account  of  the  moneys  received  and  paid  by  the  defendant,  the  toUs.    De. 
uid  that  whatsoever  balance  should  be  found  due  after  the  other  mort' 
payment  of  the  defendant's  interest  and  the  interest  of  all  ^^'*''*^^«^ 

Observations    upon  the  order,  allowing    the 
demurrer,  having  given  leave  to  amend,  generally. 
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the  other  mortgagees,  might  bo  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  as 
the  treasurer  of  the  turnpike  road.  For  that  bill  the 
defendant  put  in  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill.  Two  causes 
of  demurrer  were  assigned.  The  one,  that  the  other  mort- 
gagees of  the  tolls  were  not  parties,  and  the  other,  the  want 
of  equity.  The  question  turned  upon  the  construction  of 
certain  sections  in  the  Local  Turnpike  Act,  2  Geo.  IV. 
c.  41,  of  the  Local  and  Personal  Acts,  entitled  *'  An  Act  for 
more  effectually  repairing  and  improving  the  Road  leading 
from  Flimwell  Vent  in  the  Parish  of  Ticehurst,  in  the  County 
of  Sussex,  to  the  Town  and  Port  of  Hastings  in  the  said 
County"  (a),  and  of  the  General  Turnpike  Act  3  Geo  IV. 
c.  126. 

The  demurrer  was  heard  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England,  who  allowed  it  on  the  ground  that  the  other 
mortgagees  ought  to  have  been  parties.  The  order  allow- 
ing the  demurrer,  as  drawn  up,  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to 
amend  ^^  as  he  should  be  advised."*^  {b)  From  this  order  of 
the  Vice-Chancellor  allowing  the  demurrer,  the  plaintiff 
appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.  There  was  no  attempt  to 
sustain  the  demurrer  on  the  ground  of  want  of  equity. 
His  Lordship  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  other  mortga- 
gees of  the  tolls  ought  to  be  before  the  Court,  and  affirmed 


(a)  It  may  be  convenient  to 
mention  that  there  is  a  copy  of  the 
act  in  the  library  of  Lincoln*6  Inn . 
The  Library  Committee  of  that 
society  hopes  soon  to  complete  the 
series  of  Public,  Local,  and  Per- 
sonal Acts,  and  of  Private  Acts, 
printed  by  the  Queen's  printer. 
Withouta  reference  to  these,  there 
are  some  of  the  reported  cases, 
which  are  unintelligible.  The 
utility  of  such  a  collection,  in 
other  respects,  to  all  branches  of 
the  profession,  is  sufficiently  ob- 
vious. 


(b)  In  Brown  v.  Douglas,  11 
Simons,  290,  there  was  a  demur- 
rer for  multifariousness  and  want 
of  parties.  The  Vice-Chancellor, 
having  stated  that  the  objection 
for  multifariousness  could  not  be 
sustained,  said  he  should  allow 
the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties, 
but  be  should  give  the  plaintiff 
liberty  to  amend  "  generally." 
The  order  was,  as  in  the  above 
case,  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
at  liberty  to  amend  his  bill "  as  be 
should  be  advised." 
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the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  allowing  the  demurrer  on  this 
ground. 

The  LoBD  Chancbllor,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  and 
in  giving  judgment,  said  that  the  demurrer  stated  two 
specific  causes  for  demurring,  and  if  either  of  those  causes 
was  good  the  demurrer  must  bo  allowed  (a),  and  the  de- 
murrer going  to  the  whole  bill — whichever  was  the  cause 


1846. 
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(a)  The  order  which  allows  a  de- 
murrer treats  it  as  entire.  It  does 
not  separate  it  into  parts^and  allow 
one  party  and  disallow  the  other 
part.  It  does  not  express  the 
cause  for  which  the  demurrer  is 
allowed.  To  do  so  would  he  in- 
consistent with  the  practice  of  the 
Coort.  It  is  enough  for  the  de- 
fendant if  any  one  of  the  causes 
of  demurrer  is  found  sufficient. 
The  demurrer  is  then  allowed  as 
an  entire  defence,  and  the  order 
allowing  it  does  not  specify  the 
particular  cause.  This  branch  of 
the  Court  may  think  one  cause 
the  true  ground,  whilst  upon  ap- 
peal to  the  Lord  Chancellor  he 
mayrest  his  decision  upon  another 
ground.  Hie  defendant  has  the 
benefit  of  all  the  causes  which  his 
counsel  may  think  it  expedient  to 
assign.  Smyike  y.  Snow,  V.  C. 
Jan.  1818. 

In  WeHe$ley  y.  WeUesley.A  Myl. 
&  O.  554^  there  was  a  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity  and  want  of 
parties.  The  order  of  the  Vice- 
C^hanceOor,  made  upon  the  argu- 
mentyStated  that  the  Court  held  the 
demurrer,  so  far  as  it  was  a  demur- 
rer for  want  of  equity,  to  be  insuffi- 
cient, and  did  therefore  order  that 
tbe  same  should  be  overruled,  and 
that  the  Court  held  the  demiu'rcr, 
so  far  as  it  was  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  parties,  to  be  good  and 


sufficient,  and  did  therefore  order 
that  the  same  should  stand  and  be 
allowed.  The  defendants  appealed 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  complain- 
ing, amongst  other  matters,  of  so 
much  of  the  order  as  ordered  that 
the  demurrer,  as  far  as  it  was  a  de- 
murrer for  want  of  rquity,  should 
be  overmled.  Lord  Cottenham 
said  that  the  order  appeared  to  him 
to  have  been  drawn  up  in  a  very 
irregular  form,  lliere  could  be  no 
such  thing,  as  allowing  a  demurrer, 
and  overruling  it,  in  the  same  pro- 
ceeding. The  demurrer  is  allowed 
just  as  much  for  want  of  parties, 
as  it  would  have  been  for  want 
of  equity.  That  it  was  very  im- 
portant that  it  should  be  kept 
in  view,  that  there  was  but  one 
demurrer;  whereas  it  would  ap- 
pear by  the  form  of  the  order 
that  there  had  been  two  de- 
murrers. 

In  BrtAon  v.  Douglas,  already 
mentioned  in  the  note  at  p.  26, 
where  the  demurrer  was  for  mul- 
tifariousness and  want  of  parties, 
but  the  Vice-Chancellor  thought 
the  want  of  parties  was  the  only 
objection,  the  order  was,  that  the 
Court  held  the  demurrer  to  be 
good  and  sufficient  and  did  there- 
fore order  that  the  same  should 
stand  and  be  allowed  "  for  want 
of  parties.** 
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for  which  the  demurrer  was  allowed — the  bill  would,  without 
an  order,  have  been  out  of  court. — But  supposing,  as  seemed 
to  be  admitted,  the  ground  upon  which  the  Vice-Chancellor 
allowed  the  demurrer  was  the  want  of  parties,  he  did  not 
understand  how  it  happened  that  liberty  had  been  given  to 
the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill  "  as  he  should  be  advised"^ — 
generally.  That  where  the  Court  allowed  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  parties,  it  almost  universally  gave  liberty  to  amend, 
but  commonly  such  liberty  was  restricted  to  the  addition 
of  parties.  It  did  not  in  such  a  case  give  leave  to  amend 
generally.  There  was  indeed  a  discretion  to  do  so,  with  the 
exercise  of  which  the  Court  of  appeal  would  reluctantly 
interfere.  But  still  there  ought  to  be  some  special  circum- 
stances— which  did  not  appear  to  exist  here  (a).  That  when 
the  Court  allowed  the  demurrer  for  another  ground,  either 
alone,  or  in  conjunction  with  the  want  of  parties,  it  was 


Welietlep  v. 
Welluley,  4 
MyL  &  Cr.  554. 
The  rqxnler's 
notes  of  that 
part  of  the 
judgment, 
which  relates 
to  the  liberty 
to  amend. 


(a)  In  Wellesley  v.  WeUesley, 
cited  in  the  note  at  p.  27>  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  order,  upon  allowing 
the  demurrer  on  the  ground  of 
the  want  of  parties,  gave  the  plain- 
tiff liberty  to  amend  the  bill  by 
adding  proper  parties  thereto^with 
apt  words  to  charge  them,  "  and 
otherwise  as  she  should  be  ad- 
vised." The  reporter  is  not  able 
to  comprehend  ihe  statement  of 
Messrs.  Mylne  and  Craig  of  that 
partofLordCottenham'sjudgment, 
which  relates  to  the  liberty  given 
by  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  to 
amend  the  bill,  not  merely  by  ad- 
ding parties  with  apt  words  to 
charge  them,  but  otherwise  as  the 
plaintiff  should  be  advised,  that  is 
to  say,  generally.  The  reporter 
therefore  must  use  his  own  notes 
of  that  judgment,  imperfect  as  they 
are.  According  to  those  notes 
his  Lordship  said,  the  question 
before  him  was  whether  the  pliun- 


tiff  should  have  had  a  general 
liberty  to  amend — ^whether  that 
part  of  the  Vice-  Chancellor'sorder, 
which  gave  such  liberty  to  amend 
the  bill,  ought  not  to  be  expun- 
ged. That  the  form  in  which  the 
order  was  drawn  up  was  very  ir- 
regular. That  he  hoped  care 
would  be  taken  in  future  that 
orders,giving  leave  to  amend  upon 
the  allowance  of  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  parties,  should  not  be 
drawn  up  in  that  form.  That  two 
causes  for  demurring  were  assign- 
ed by  the  demurrer.  That  tho 
cause  which  the  Vice-ChanceUor 
thought  sufficient,  and  for  which 
he  allowed  the  demurrer,  was  the 
want  of  parties.  That  it  was  not 
usual  in  such  a  case  to  give 
general  leave  to  amend.  That  it 
was  however  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Court  to  do  so.  That  there 
was  no  strict  rule  of  practice. 
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rarely  that  the  plaintiff  had  liberty  to  amend  his  bill  gene- 
rally— "  as  he  should  be  advised^'  (a).  However  in  the  ease  Watts  v. 


be 


rt 

DIW- 


ge- 


(a)  The  ensuing  short  account 
of  cases  of  this  class,  in  which  the 
9f   inesent  Judges  of  the  Court  have 
granted,  or  refused^leave  to  ameDd, 
win  probably  be  found  useful  to 
,      the  Chancery  practitioner. 
'^^     In  Vernon  v.  Vemon,  2  Myl.  & 
(^  Cr.  172,  there  was  a  demurrer  for 
,  or  want  of  parties  and  for  want  of 
equity,  which  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  allowed  generally,  and  Lord 
Cottenham  affirmed  his  decision. 
Upon  an  application  being  made 
to  amend.  Lord  Cottenham  said 
be  had  reason  to  believe  that  the 
allegations,  upon  the  ground  of 
which  he  had  been  obliged   to 
allow  the  demurrer,  had  crept  into 
the  bill  by  accident,  and  that  in 
such  a  case  the  Court  was  in  the 
habit  of  giving  leave  to  amend. 
In  the  Attomey  General  Y, May  or 
of  Norwich,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  430,  the 
demurrer  was  for  want  of  equity. 
It  had  been  allowed  by  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  and  there  was  an 
%ppeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor* 
I^rd  Cottenham,  in  affirming  the 
Ibf  aster  of  the  RoUs'  judgment, 
m^d^  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
liad  distinctly  stated  that  his  judg- 
Xkieiit  proceeded  entirely  on  the 
<»rdinary  rules  of  pleading:   be- 
omiiae  be  did  not  find  allegations 
in  the  information  which,  accord- 
ini^  to  bis  view,  would  give  the 
Oourt  jurisdiction.   Lord  Cotten- 
liamtlien  observed  that  the  relator, 
instead  of  amending  his  informa- 
tion* and  so  stating  the  case  as  to 
call  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
cm  the  merits,  had  thought  proper 
to  appeal,  as  of  course  he  was  at 
liberty  to  do,  from  the  judgment 
of  the :  Master  of  the  Rolls,  pro- 


Loan  EOLIN- 

nounced  upon  the  mere  question  "^^^ 
of  pleading:  and  on  application 
being  made  to  amend.  Lord  Cot- 
tenham refused  it,  observing  that 
whatever  might  be  the  merits 
behind,  this  was  an  appeal  on  a 
matter  of  form.  If  there  really 
were  merits  in  the  case,  there  was 
no  reason  why  a  new  information 
should  not  have  been  put  upon 
the  file  four  months  ago. 

The  subject  of  the  demurrer  in 
Neate  v.  The  Dukeof  Marlborough^ 
3  Myl.  &  Cr.  421,  is  sufficiently 
known.  The  Vice -Chancellor, 
when  he  allowed  the  demurrer, 
had  given  leave  to  amend  (9  Sim. 
63),  but  Lord  Cottenham  in  affirm- 
ing his  Honour's  decision  as  to 
the  allowance  of  the  demurrer, 
said  he  could  not  give  the  plaintiff 
leave  to  amend. 

In  the  Attorney  General  y,  Poole 
Corporation,  2  Keen,  209>  there 
was  a  demurrer  on  various  grounds, 
which  the  Master  of  the  RoUs 
allowed,  upon  the  ground  that  no 
case  was  made  for  the  interference 
of  a  Court  of  Equity.  A  motion 
was  made  to  amend  the  informa- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
murrer had  been  allowed,  rather 
in  consequence  of  the  defect  in 
the  charging  part  of  the  informa- 
tion, than  upon  any  substantial 
want  of  equity,  but  his  Lordship 
refused  the  motion.  [The  motion 
was  made  on  a  day  subsequent  to 
the  allowance  of  the  demurrer,  see 
post,  p.  3i,  in  the  note.] 

In  Bampton  v.  Birchall,  5  Beav. 
338,  the  bill  seems  to  have  been 
a  mixture  of  an  original  bill  and     ^ 
a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement. 
The  demurrer,  which  was  for  want 
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1^46^         before  him  no  one  complained  of  the  form  of  the  Vioe- 
Watt8  V,         Chancellor's  order. 
oust   GUN-         i^j.^  j^  Parker  and  Mr.  LetviSf  for  the  appellant,  the 
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of  equity  and  for  want  of  parties, 
was  allowed.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  said  he  thought  that  it  was 
not  a  case  in  which  he  ought  to 
give  leave  to  amend. 

In  Benson  v.  Hadfield,  5  Beav. 
554,  the  demurrer  was  for  multi- 
fariousness and  want  of  parties. 
It  failed  as  to  the  want  of  parties, 
but  it  was  allowed  as  to  the  multi- 
fariousness. The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  gave  the  plaintiffs  leave  to 
amend. 

In  Phelpg  V.  Sproule,  4  Simons, 
321,  there  was  a  demurrer  to  a 
bill  of  revivor,  alleging  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  made  such  a  case 
as  entitled  him  to  revive.  The 
demurrer  was  allowed,  but  the 
Vice-Chancellor  gave  the  plaintiff 
leave  to  amend. 

In  the  same  cause,  4  Simons, 
324,  another  similar  demurrer  was 
allowed,  but  with  like  liberty 
to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill. 

In  Pearce  v.  Hewitt,  7  Sim. 
481,  the  Vice-Chancellor  allowed 
a  demurrer  for  multifariousness, 
but  his  Honour  said  that  if  the 
plaintiffs  thought  they  could  put 
the  record  right  and  get  rid  of 
the  difficulty,  they  might  have 
liberty  to  amend  on  payment  of 
all  costs. 

In  Seddon  v.  Connell,  10  Sim. 
86,  there  was  a  demurrer  for  want 
of  equity  and  for  want  of  parties. 
It  failed  as  to  the  want  of  parties, 
but  it  succeeded  for  want  of  equity, 
the  bill  being  so  constructed  as 
not  to  show  a  direct  right  to  relief 
against  the  demurring  party.  The 
Vice-Chancellor,  in  allowing  the 
demurrer,  said  he  thought  it  right 


that  the  plaintiffs  should  have 
leave  to  amend  upon  the  usual 
terms. 

Stooke  V.  Vinoent,  1  Coll.  530, 
was  the  case  of  a  plea,  and  would 
not  be  noticed  here,  but  the  re- 
porter does  not  recollect  any  case 
of  a  demurrer  before  Vice-Chan- 
cellor Knight  Bruce.  The  plea 
was  of  a  release,  and  was  allowed, 
but  without  prejudice  to  any  ap- 
plication that  the  plaintiffs  might 
be  advised  to  make  to  amend  the 
bill. 

In  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  3 
Hare,  118,  the  demurrer  was  for 
want  of  equity,  want  of  parties, 
and  multifariousness.  Hie  de- 
miurer  appears  to  have  been  al- 
lowed generally,  but  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wigram  gave  leave  to 
amend. 

In  Griffitk  V.  Ricketts,  ibid.  484^ 
there  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  of 
revivor  for  want  of  equity.  The 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  allowed 
the  demurrer,  but  said  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  leave  to  amend 
the  bill  upon  payment  of  the  costs 
of  the  demurrer. 

In  Lund  v.  Blanshard,  4  Hare, 
23,  there  was  a  demurrer  for  want 
of  equity,  multiforiousness,  want 
of  parties,  and  also  on  the  ground 
that  the  bill wasimproperly framed, 
and  not  according  to  the  coarse 
and  practice  of  the  Court.  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wigram  said  the  record 
was  defective  either  on  the  ground 
of  misjoinder  or  want  of  parties, 
but  the  plaintiffs  must  have  leave 
to  amend. 

The  many  cases  in  which  leave 
has  been  given  to  amend  in  refer- 
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spondeut,  the  defendant  (a).  Wattb  «. 

Lord  Eolin- 

TON. 


Where  the  plaintiff^  at  the  time  when  a  demurrer  is  allowed  on  Newtown  y. 
the  ground  of  the  want  of  parties^  asks  that  he  may  be  permitted  ^^^'  ^ 
to  amend  his  bill  more  extensively  than  by  adding  parties,  or  by  be  permitted  to 
showing,  that  for  some  reason  not  apparent  upon  the  biU  as  then  w»e"d  n*^* 
framed,  no  additional  parties  are  requisite,  the  Court,  having  all  than  by  adding 
the  facts  then  present  to  its  mind,  and  being  in  a  situation  to  parties  should 
judge  of  the  reasonableness  and  propriety  of  what  the  plaintiff  diatcly  on  the ' 
seeks,  would  probably  comply  with  such  an  application.     But  it  demurrer  for 
is  an  application  that  should  be  made,  immediately  upon  its  being  {^(r^owal 
determined  that  the  suit  is  defective  for  want  of  parties.    The 
Court  wiU  not  at  a  subsequent  period,  in  order  that  it  may  decide 
upon  the  propriety  of  giving  leave  for  a  more  enlarged  amend- 
ment, undergo  a  fresh  argument  of  the  case.     Newtown  v.  Egre^ 
moHt,  V.  C.  Dec.  1831. 


It  is  said  by  the  counsel  that  the  old  text  books  lay  down,  that  Kirkby  v. 

no  general  amendment  could  be  permitted  after  a  demurrer  ^'^*  . 

allowed,  which  means  a  demurrer  that  went  to  the  merits  of  the  Question  as  to 

bill.    But  that  could  hardly  have  been  the  practice.     The  Court  permission  to 

could  always  restore  a  bill  after  an  order  for  dismissing  it,  and  demurrer  al- 

give  leave  to  amend  it.     Why  should  it  have  possessed  less  lowed,  that 

power  in  the  case  of  a  demurrer  allowed  ?    There  is  an  early  case  merits^nd  as 

in  the  Duchy,  where  a  demurrer  was  allowed  for  want  of  equity,  to  the  time  of 

and  yet  there  was  liberty  given  to  amend.     It  is  not  likely  that  ™*^j"ation  for 

the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  was  less  liberal  than  such  permission 

thepracticeof  the  Duchy  (i).    Sometimes  the  Court  has  upon  *o  amend. 

ence  to  specific  matters,  and  not  ^  ^®  same  sections  of  the  General 

generally,  are  not  within  the  scope  Turnpike  Act, which  were  the  sub- 

of  this  note*  j^^^  ^^  discussion  in  the  foregoing 

(a)  In  a  suit  instituted  a  few  case,  it  expressed  a  clear  opinion 

5,4  ^    years  ago  by  a  mortgagee  of  turn-  that  in  suits  of  that  kind — that  act 

*b.      pike  tolls  against  the  trustee  of  the  being  apphcable— the  other  mort- 

^  *^  road  for  an  account,  and  for  pay-  gagees    were   necessary   parties. 

S^^mcntofthearrearsofinterestupon  Me//w^v.Broo*»,  M.R.Feb.  1840, 

rtgagee  his  security,  and  for  a  receiver,  the  MS.  Cases ;  S.  C.  3  Beav.  22. 

^^1**  attention  of  the  Court  being  drawn         (6)  The  case  here  referred  to  is 
sagainst 
tnaUe  ef  ^nt  road.    The  other  mortgagees  are  necessary  parties. 


S2 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


1846. 


Watto  0. 
Lord  Eolin- 

TON. 


the  argument  of  the  demurrer  at  once  given  the  leave  to  amend, 
it  being  sufficiently  plain,  from  the  facts  which  the  Court  was 
then  in  possession  of,  that  there  was  an  equity ;  and  sometimes 
there  has  been  a  special  appHcation  on  a  subsequent  day  (a), 
bringing  forward  occasionally,  perhaps,  new  circumstances, which 


Coningtby  v.  JehyU,  2  P.  Will.  300: 
the  defendant  was  the  celebrated 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  de- 
murred to  the  bill,  but  it  does  not 
appear  on  what  groimd.  The  de- 
murrer on  arf^umentwas  allowed. 
Afterwards,  on  motion.  Lord  Lech- 
mere,*  then  Chancellor  of  the 
Duchy,  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to 
amend,  which  (says  Peere  Wil- 
liams) the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
strienuouBly  insisted  to  be  utterly 
irregular,  and  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  be  put  to  bring  a  new  bill,  in 
regard  that  by  the  allowing  of  the 
demurrer  the  cause  was  out  of 
court,  though  before  the  arguing 
of  the  demurrer  the  plaintiff  mighty 
have  amended. 

Peere  Williams  adds  in  a  note 
that,  agreeably  to  what  was  urged 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  it  was 
said  by  Lord  Chancellor  Talbot, 

9  Dec.  1736, v.  Baines,  that 

after  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill 
allowed  the  bill  is  regularly  out  of 
the  court,  and  no  instance  of  leave 
to  amend  it.  This  case  before 
LordTalbot  is  reported  in  Dickens, 
67 1  under  the  name  of  Smith  v. 
Barnes.  It  is  said  there  the  plain- 
tiffs  "afterwards"  applied  to 
amend. 

Lord  Redesdale's  opinion  ap- 
pears to  have  coincided  with  that 


*  Nicholas  Lechmere,  Esq.,  was 
Attorney  General  to  George  L,  and 
was  elevated  by  him  to  the  peerage  in 
1721. 


of  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll.  Citing  2 
P.  WilL  300,  he  says,  an  amend- 
ment of  a  bill  has  been  permitted 
by  a  Court  of  Equity  after  a  de- 
murrer to  the  whole  bill  has  been 
allowed,  but  this  seems  not  to 
have  been  strictly  r^^ular.  His 
Lordship  then  adds,  that  it  seems 
most  proper,  if  the  ground  of  de- 
murrer maybe  removed  by  amend- 
ment, to  make  a  special  order 
adapted  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.  The  numerous  cases,  in 
which  the  order  points  out  the 
amendments  to  be  made,  appear 
to  be  in  conformity  with  the  prac- 
tice here  reconunended  by  Lord 
Redesdale. 

The  Reporter's  Common  Place 
Book  contains  no  reference  to  any 
of  the  old  text  books  upon  the 
point  questioned  by  Sir  John 
Leach,  that  no  general  amend- 
ment could  be  permitted  after  the 
allowance  of  a  demurrer  upon 
merits.  In  a  copy,  however,  of 
that  curious  book  "  The  Compleat 
SoUicitor  performing  his  Duty/' 
4th  ed.  1672,  there  is  against  the 
passage  at  page  28 — ^which  states 
that  the  plaintiff  admitting  the 
demurrer  to  be  good  the  bill  shall 
stand  dismissed  of  course  without 
motion,  unless  both  sides  agree 
to  the  amendment  of  the  same — 
an  apparently  contemporary  MS. 
note,  that  a  demurrer  put  to  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  and  allow- 
ed, there  may  be  no  amendment. 

(a)  The  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Loar^' 
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showed  that  there  was  some  species  of  relief  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff would  he  entitled,  were  his  bill  properly  framed.  Kirkby  v. 
BarUm,  V.  C.  June,  1820. 


1846. 


Mr.  Monro  has  infor^Qied  the 

tii^,  6  Ves.  778,  in  which  Lord 
Eldon  thought  that  some  mem- 
bers of  a  Freemasons'  Lodge  (who 
had  brought  a  bill  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  other  members  of 
the  Lodge  to  recover  as  specific 
chattels  their  dresses,  decorations, 
and  tools)  had  affected  to  consider 
thdr  society  as  a  corporation,  will 
probably  here  occur  .to  the  prac* 
titioner's  recollection.  Lord  Eldon, 
when  he  allowed  the  demurrer, 
which  was  for  want  of  equity,  and 
abo  for  want  of  parties,  suggested 
atpecial  motion  for  leave  to  amend, 
in  order  that  the  passages,  which 
ittribated  to  the  society  too  much 
of  a  corporate  character,  might  be 
cxpoDged.    When  the  motion  was 
nude  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
anti  objected,  that  it  was  not  of 
conne  that  there  should  be  such 
liberty  to  amend,  where  the  de- 
morrer  allowed  was  not  merely 
for  want  of  parties.   It  is  needless, 
^erer,  to  state,  after  the  sug- 
gvition  thrown  out  by  Lord  £ldon, 
^  the  motion  was  granted. 

I^ere  is  a  case  in  Ireland,  of 
•fcWoji  V.  Anthony,  2  Moll.  373, 
Wore  Sir  W.  M'Mahon,  to  which 
•ome  of  our  books  of  practice  refer 
*<oaein  which  leave  was  given 
to  ameod  generally,  subsequently 
^  a  demurrer,  assigning  two 
causes— multifariousness,  and  de- 
fect of  parties — being  allowed  by 
tbe  Coart.  The  point  upon  which 
^  case  is  reported  is  not,  perhaps, 
^^intelligible.  After  a  statement 
tbat  the  plaintiff  allowed  the  de- 
n^vrer,  it  is  said  that  the  plain- 


reporter  that  the  usual  form  of 

tiff  moved,  as  of  course  for  liberty 
to  amend,  and  that  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  said  that  it  was  not  a 
motion  of  course,  but  there  must 
be  a  special  case.  From  this  the 
Equity  practitioner  would  infer 
his  Honour  thought  that  no  order 
could  be  made  without  notice,  and 
moreover  that  the  defendant  was 
not  present: — and  yet  upon  the 
motion  of  course  he  made  an  order 
for  the  amendment  of  the  bill,  and 
although  the  defendant  was  appa- 
rently absent,  that  he  should  have 
the  costs  of  the  motion.  It  may 
be  mentioned  too  that  in  Connor 
V.  Birch,  in  the  same  volume,  p. 
386,  where  there  was  a  motion  for 
liberty  to  amend  the  bill  "  on  al- 
lowing a  demurrer  without  argu- 
ment," on  payment  of  costs,  his 
Honour  said  it  was  of  course. 
But  whatever  obscurity  may  ex- 
ist in  the  case  in  other  respects, 
it  is  clearly  not  one  in  which  an 
application,  subsequently  to  a  de- 
murrer being  allowed  by  the  Court 
for  leave  to  amend  generally,  was 
successful.  The  date  of  the  case 
is  Dec.  1825,  at  which  time  the 
General  Order  of  Lord  Manners, 
of  the  27th  January,  1815,  was  in 
force.  That  order  provided  that 
in  all  cases  of  filing  demurrers  to 
the  bill,  the  defendant  should  serve 
notice  of  the  filing  on  the  plain- 
tiff's six  clerk  and  solicitor,  and 
the  plaintiff  might  allow  the  same 
within  14  days  from  the  service 
of  such  notice,  with  costs  to  be 
taxed  by  the  Master.  O'Keeffe's 
Orders,  1 1 6.  The  demurrer  plainly 
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Lord  Eglin- 
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Usual  form  of 
order  to  amend, 
where  demurrer 
allowed  for 
want  of  parties. 
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"Watts  v. 
Lord  Eglin- 

TON. 


the  order  to  amend,  where  a  demurrer  has  been  aUowed  for  want 
of  parties  is,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the 
bill  by  adding  parties  as  he  shall  be  advised. 

In  the  Attorney  General  v.  Poole,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  34,  the  re- 
gistrar then  in  court  informed  Lord  Cottenham  that  the  usual 
form  of  giving  leave  to  amend  upon  allowing  a  demurrer  for  want 
of  parties,  was  to  give  leave  to  amend  by  adding  parties,  or  other- 
wise as  the  plaintiff  might  be  advised  :  when  the  counsel  for  the 
Attorney  General  suggested  that  that  was  not  considered  to  be  the 
usual  form  of  the  order.  The  object  in  that  case,  however,  was» 
that  such  words  should  be  introduced  into  the  order,  as  would  give 
leave  to  amend,  by  leaving  out  the  words  of  the  information,  which 
rendered  the  absent  parties  necessary.  The  order,  as  drawn  iqp 
with  that  view,  gave  leave  to  amend  by  adding  parties^  **  or  other- 
wise, as  the  informant  might  be  advised." 


Williams  v. 
Lewis, 

Question  as  to 
second  amend- 
ments, after 
leave  given, 
upon  a  suc- 
cessful demur- 
rer, to  make  a 
special  amend- 
ment* 


Do  you  contend  that  there  can  be  a  second  amendment,  as  of 
course,  the  demurrer  having  been  successful,  and  the  bill  out  of 
court,  but  for  the  leave  under  the  circumstances  to  make  a  special 
amendment  ?  If  that  be  the  practice,  why  in  such  a  case  should 
the  leave  be  limited  to  a  special  amendment  ?  Will  not  the  special 
amendment  be  made,  and  afterwards  any  further  amendment  that 
the  plaintiff  shall  think  right  ?  fFilHams  v.  Lewis,  V.  C.  Jan. 
1818. 

The  dicta  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  taken  down  by  the  compiler 
of  this  volume  in  the  above  case  of  Williams  v.  Lewis,  seem  con- 
fined to  cases  where  the  order  authorizes  only  a  special  amendment. 


Question  as  to 
second  amend- 
ments, after 
leave  given, 
upon  a  suc- 
cessful demur- 
rer, to  amend 
generally. 


Where  the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  instead 
of  dismissing  the  bill  and  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  put  a  new 
bill  on  the  file,  gives  permission  to  amend  generally,  the  impres- 
sion of  the  profession  is  said  to  be,  that  the  bill,  when  amended, 
shall  be  regarded  as  an  original  bill,  not  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  answering,  (see  the  argument  in  Wellesley  v.  Wellesley,  4 
Myl.  &  Cr.  557,)  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  amending. 


had  not  been  allowed  by  the 
Court,  but  by  the  plaintiff  under 
this  order. 

In  The  Attorney  General  v.  Poole 
Corporation,  2  Keen,  209,  a  mo- 
tion was  made,  on  the  seal  day  next 
after  the  aUowanceof  the  demurrer 


for  want  of  equity,  that  the  relator 
might  have  leave  to  amend  the 
information,  but  the  motion  was 
refused.  There  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  ground  of  this 
refusal  was  that  the  application 
came  too  late. 
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In  PeMheUer  y.  Hammett,  3  Simons,  389,  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  had         1846. 
been  allowed  on  argument,  when  leave  was  given  to  amend  the  bill  w aits  0. 
(it  is  presumed  generally),  and  under  that  order  the  biU  had  been  Lord  Eolim- 
amended  and  answers  had  been  put  in.    A  motion  was  then  made,  '^^' 
as  of  course,  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill  again.   The  question  was 
whether  the  amendment  was  a  second  amendment  within  the 
meaning  of  the  13th  Greneral  Order  of  April,  1828,  and  therefore 
ID  affidavit  was  required.    The  Vice-Chancellor  said  he  should 
hold  the  amendment  applied  for,  as  the  first  amendment. 

Perhaps  it  maj  be  implied  from  that  case,  that  a  bill  amended 
generally,  by  leave  given  upon  the  allowance  of  a  demurrer,  may 
after  answer  be  amended  of  course  Hke  an  original  bill.     This 
Kerns  in  principle  free  from  objection.     Where,  upon  the  allow- 
ance of  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill,  the  bill  is  retained  instead 
of  being  dismissed,  and  leave  is  given  to  amend  generally,  it  is 
commonly  upon  the  terms  of  the  plaintiff  paying  all  the  costs. 
The  plaintiff  thinks  he  shall  gain  time,  or  save  some  additional 
costs,  and  thereupon  at  his  request  the  amended  bill  supplies  the 
place  of  anew  bill. 


The  Court,  under  an  order,  which  was  in  fact  intended  only  to  Evemv.Jonei, 

enable  the  plaintiff  to  remove  an  objection  taken  at  the  hearing  u.u^°^™^f  ^^ 

for  want  of  parties,  will  never  permit  a  plaintiff  altogether  to  re-  upon  allowance 

cast  lus  bill.    The  irreatest  injustice  would  ensue  to  the  defendant,   ^\  *^*  bearing 
•/I  .1    .  .        1      ri^i  ,     ,      of  objection  for 

u  SQch  a  course  as  that  were  sanctioned.    There  are  no  doubt  want  of  partiej. 

instances  in  which  the  Court  has  at  the  hearing  authorized  more 

extensive  amendments  than  the  mere  addition  of  parties,  and  the 

^fda  necessary  to  charge  them  :  but  in  such  cases  the  further 

amendment  is,  or  ought  to  be,  specifically  pointed  out  by  the  order, 

*Qd  it  has  not  been  of  a  nature  to  impose  upon  the  defendant  the 

necessity  of  making  a  new  defence.     The  case,  where  a  bill  has 

^  amended  by  introducing  a  statement  that  the  plaintiff  sues 

on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  persons  having  a  common 

n^terest,  is  an  apt  illustration  (a).  EwensY.Jone8,\.C,M&T.  1820. 


Where  a  suit  has  upon  the  hearing  appeared  to  be  so  defectively  MUtmon  v. 
WMtitntcd  with  respect  to  parties,  that  complete  justice  could  o!^*f'' 

to  ttand  over,  upon  objection  taken  at  the  bearing  for  want  of  parties,  em- 
powered the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  bill  so  as  to  render  additional  parties  unnecessary. 

MSee  Good  v.  Blewitt,  13  Newcom^e,  14  Ves.  6,  and  by  Lord 
^*>'  397>  and  also  what  was  said  Cotteaham  mMUligan  v.  Mitchell, 
br  Lord  Eldon  in  Att-Qen.  v.      1  Myl.  &  Cr.  615. 
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Usual  form  of 
order  to  amend, 
where,  upon 
objection  at  the 
bearing,  cause 
stands  over  to 
add  parties. 


not  be  done,  and  it  was  not  a  suit  of  that  kind  that  it  was  obvious, 
even  if  those  parties  were  present,  that  the  plaintiff  nevertheless 
would  be  entitled  to  no  relief  whatever,  the  Conrt  has,  from  a 
very  early  time,  been  in  the  habit,  instead  of  dismissing  the  bill, 
of  ordering  that  the  cause  should  stand  over,  vrith  liberty  to 
amend  the  bill  by  adding  parties,  and  then  brought  on  again.  It 
seems  to  follow  from  this  practice,  if  the  defect  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  suit  be  such,  that  it  is  probable  it  may  be  supplied  in 
any  other  mode,  not  productive  of  greater  delay  and  expense  to 
the  defendant,  that  there  can  be  no  objection  in  principle  to 
allowing  the  plaintiff  to  have  recourse  to  that  mode.  The  case 
before  the  Court  is  one  of  that  kind,  and  the  order  that  the  cause 
do  stand  over  should  be  so  expressed  as  to  empower  the  plaintiff, 
if  he  can,  to  remove  the  objection  complained  of  by  such  an 
amendment  of  the  biU,  as  may  plainly  render  the  addition  of  any 
more  parties  unnecessary.  MiUman  v.  MinshuU,  M.  B.  June, 
1835  (a). 

According  to  Mr.  Monro,  the  usual  form  of  the  order,  where 
leave  is  given  to  add  parties  in  consequence  of  an  objection  taken 
at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  is  that  the  cause  do  stand  over  vnth 
liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  by  adding  parties  thereto,  with 
apt  words  to  charge  them,  and  to  bring  on  the  cause  again  to  a 
hearing,  as  he  shall  be  advised  (b). 

In  Mason  v.  Franklin^  1  Yo.  &  Coll.  C.  C.  242,  an  objection 
for  want  of  parties  taken  at  the  hearing  prevailed,  but  leave  was 
given  to  amend  by  adding  parties.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  ap- 
plied for  liberty  to  add  allegations  apphcable  to  the  case  of  the 
proposed  new  parties  being  brought  before  the  Court,  observing 
that  this  was  not  included  in  the  liberty  granted  to  amend  by 
adding  parties.     The  Court  acceded  to  the  application. 

The  passage  "  with  apt  words  to  charge  them,"  does  not  occur 
in  such  of  the  old  orders,  printed  and  manuscript,  as  have  chanced 
to  come  under  the  reporter's  observation. 


(a)  The  amendment  permitted 
in  Lumsden  v.  Fraser,  7  Sim.  563, 
was  with  the  view  of  showing  that 
the  additional  parties  were  not  ne- 
cessary. 

In  Egremont  v.  Cowell,  5  Beav. 
623,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said 
that  the  usual  order  in  certain 
cases  is  that  the  plaintiff  shall  add 


parties,  or  show  that  they  are  not 
necessary,  and  that  in  that  case 
the  latter  clause  was  not  inserted 
in  the  order,  though  it  would  have 
been  if  the  order  had  been  drawn 
up  carefully. 

(6)  This  is  the  form  of  the  order 
in  Egremont  v.  Cowell,  5  Beav. 
620. 
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In  Ryal  v.  BiOtrs,  Dec.  1747,  Seton,  359,  the  words  are— the         1846. 
plamtiffs  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  amend  their  bill  by  adding  proper  v^^^r,  ,.. 
parties^  and  bring  on  their  cause  again  to  a  hearing,  as  they  shall  Lord  Eglin - 

•         J.J  TON. 

be  adYised. 

In  Cannings  ▼.  Canning,  July,  1747,  in  the  same  vol.  p.  362, 
the  words  are — ^that  the  cause  do  stand  over,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
be  at  liberty  to  make  proper  parties  either  by  amendment  or  sup- 
plemental bill,  as  he  shall  be  advised. 

In  a  case  in  Hand,  Chan.  Prac.  p.  118,  the  date  of  which  does 
not  appear,  but  which  seems  to  have  come  on  before  a  Lord 
Keeper,  the  order  was  that  the  causes  should  stand  over,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  at  liberty  to  amend  their  bill  by 
adding  parties  thereto,  as  they  should  be  advised. 

In  the  same  page  Mr.  Hand  gives  another  case,  which  came  on 
at  the  Rolls,  in  which  the  order  was  that  the  cause  should  stand 
over,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  at  liberty  to  amend  their 
bill  by  making  proper  parties. 

The  express  permission  to  insert  apt  words  to  charge  the  new 
parties  is  an  improvement :  but  it  can  scarcely  admit  of  a  doubt 
that  under  the  old  form  such  permission  was  implied.  The 
Hberty  to  amend  would  often  have  been  useless,  had  it  been 
otherwise. 

In  Palk  V.  Clinton^  12  Ves.  65,  Sir  William  Grant,  after  stating 
that  in  that  case  he  was  disposed  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  vary 
his  prayer,  said  he  should  not  extend  that  permission  to  any 
variation  in  the  body  of  the  bill,  further  than  what  the  plaintiff 
might  (vary  the  body  of  the  bill)  upon  the  mere  permission  to 
add  a  party.  It  was  consequential  upon  that  to  add  to  the  bill 
what  was  necessary  to  make  the  case  and  decree  consistent  with 
the  addition  of  that  party  (a).  No  permission  was  necessary  to 
introduce  such  facts  as  are  consequential  upon  that. 


If  the  plaintiffs,  having  obtained  an  order  at  the  hearing  for  Biede^-mann  v. 
leave  ti  amend  by  adding  parties,  have  failed  to  act  upon  that  ^tn^^^- 
order  to  the  extent  to  which  it  is  necessary — whether  the  failure  ments  after 
has  arisen  from  their  own  neglect,  or  from  the  ignorance  of  facts  leave  given  to 
disclosed  by  the  answer  to  the  amendments — they  must  come  to  objectiou  for 
the  Court,  and  state  to  the  Court  the  circumstances.     There  can  w»"*  ^^  parties 
be  no  amendment  except  under  the  direction  of  the  Court.     Bie- 
derwunm  v.  Seymour,  L.  C.  Jan.  1837. 


(a)  The  hypothetical  particle      W.  Grant  said  unintelligible,  is 
with  which  Veaey  commences  this      here  omitted, 
sentence,  and  renders  what  Sir 
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1846.  It  is  very  common  to  add  new  defendants  under  an  order  made 
Watts  ».  **  ^^®  hearing  of  the  cause ;  and  the  hooks  of  practice  tell  us 
Lord  Eolin*  that  as  against  those  new  defendants  you  must  hear  the  cause 
'^^'  upon  hill  and  answer  (a) ;  the  meaning  of  which  is,  that  you 
ier.  ^  ^  ^'  c^u^J^ot  read  against  them  the  evidence  already  taken.  No  case 
The  evidence,  is  wanted  for  that.  The  thing  is  too  plain.  How  can  any  one 
omnof  bfreaii  ^®  hound  by  the  evidence  of  witnesses  taken  in  a  cause  to  which 
against  defend-  he  was  no  party,  and  whom  he  has  had  no  opportunity  of  cross- 
ante  added  examining  ?  To  hold  him  bound  would  be  to  break  in  upon  the 
under  an  order  °  .  .  ,  ^  .  .  ^  «  ■  tt  n 
made  at  the  most  obvious  prmaples  of  justice.      Pretty  v.  Farker,  V.  U. 

healing.  March,  1826. 

In  Bixtm  v.  AUen,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  492,  Sir  Thomas  Flumtf 
said,  that  where  a  cause  stands  over  with  liberty  to  add  defendants 
by  amendment,  the  plaintiff  knows,  or  is  supposed  to  know,  that 
his  depositions  can  be  of  no  utility  against  the  new  defendants. 
No  court  of  justice  wiU  permit  defendants  to  be  affected  by 
evidence  taken  in  a  cause  before  they  were  parties,  and  when, 
consequently,  they  have  had  no  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
the  witnesses.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  runs  the  chance  of  being 
able  to  sustain  his  suit  against  the  new  defendants  without  the  aid  of 
his  proofs ;  and  he  generally  finds  he  can  do  so,  as  persons,  made 
defendants  in  pursuance  of  leave  given  for  that  purpose  at  the  hear- 
ing, have  ordinarily  no  real  interest  in  the  matters  in  dispute. 

See  also  some  lines  in  the  long  passage  from  Gilbert  inserted, 
post,  page  41. 

In  Kirk  v.  Clark,  Prec.  Ch.  275,  where  a  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance of  marriage  articles  was  brought  by  a  trustee,  but  the 
cestui  que  trust,  a  married  woman,  was  not  a  party,  the  Court, 
when  it  ordered  that  she  should  be  made  a  party,  thought  it 
necessary  to  direct  that  the  former  bill,  answer,  and  depositions 
should  stand. 


Lovey.Fairlie. 
There  may  be  a 


dismissal  for  Where  the  case,  which  is  opened,  is  one  in  which  there  is  no 

want  of  parties,  reason  to  think,  the  fiicts  alleged  by  the  bill  being  true,  the  plain- 

when,  if  those     A*/r     -n       a.  i.         ^'.i    i  o  '  r  "^^ 

parties  were        "°  ^"^  "®*  ^  entitled  to  some  equitable  relief,  it  has,  according 

^iT^h  '*  i'-  *^  ^^^  practice  of  t)ie  Court  for  a  long  period,  been  a  matter  very 
Sff  SdU  ha"tc'  ""^^^  ?^  ^""®  ^  P«™>*  hi«^  to  supply  by  an  amendment  any 
no  decree.  defect  in  his  bill  as  regards  parties.     But  where  the  facts  detailed 

by  the  bill  are  of  a  sort,  that  aU  such  facts  being  assumed  to  be 
made  out  m  evidence,  and  aU  the  parties,  whose  absence  is  the 
subject  of  objection,  being  supposed  to  be  defendants,  stiU  there 
could,  according  to  the  principles  upon  which  the  Court  acts,  be 

(fl)  See  Prac.  Reg.  263  (1714). 
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no  dednon  in  the  plaintiff's  favour — were  an  order  made  for         ^^46. 
the  adjonmment  of  the  cause,  to  add  parties,  instead  of  for  a  ^^^pg  ^^ 
dismissal  of  the  hill — it  would  be  onlj  to  increase  the  costs  of  the  Lord  Eolin- 
plaintiff  and  of  the  defendant  also,  and  no  one  would  be  benefited  '^^' 
except  the  professional  gentlemen  connected  with  the  suit.     Lave 
T.  FaUae,  V.  C.  May,  1817. 

The  late  Lord  Chancellor  is  reported  to  have  said  that  there  Laioueke  v. 

arc  exceptions  to  the  rule,  that  where  an  objection  for  want  of  ^qJ^^^^j^^^ 

partiea  is  taken  at  the  hearing,  the  cause  shall  be  adjourned,  and  for  want  of 

the  plaintiff  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  perfecting  his  record.  ^J^'^f  L^? 

One  exception  he  said  was ~  that  assuming  the  absent  party  were  having  once 

before  the  Coort,  the  case  still  was  not  one  for  equitable  inter-  been  dcfcnd- 

-_-  ,         -  -      ants,  and  naTmff 

ferenoe.    What  are  the  other  exceptions  it  was  not  necessary  for  aismissed  the 

his  Lordahip  to  explain  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  case  bill  for  want  of 
before  him.     It  is  clear,  however,  that  in  all  these  cases  the  Court  ^j^thenr*^' 
has  a  discretion,  although  to  be  used  with  due  regard  to  what  has  having  been, 
been  the  usual  course  under  similar  circumstances.    Where  there  §J|Jg™|^^'  ^^^ 
is  this  discretion,  the  Court  rarely  favours  a  plaintiff,  who  has  been  activity  in  the 
guilty  of  a  great  delay.     Now  here  it  appears  that  the  persons,  ^^^^  ^^  ^^ 
who  were  once  defendants,  have  in  the  progress  of  the  cause  been 
allowed  by  the  plaintiff  to  procure  an  order  dismissing  the  bill 
against  them  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  the  Court  is  at  the 
bearing  asked,  that  the  cause  may  be  adjourned  in  order  to  make 
those  verj  persons  defendants  i^ain.  Even  if  it  was  right  in  their 
absence  to  give  leave  to  bring  them  before  the  Court  a  second 
time,  the  application  ought  not  to  be  granted,  where  there  has 
been  gaierally  so  little  care  and  activity  in  the  conduct  of  the 
ndt.    The  case  is  one  of  those  in  which  the  bill  ought  to  be  dis- 
missed.    Of  course  this  will  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  filing 
anew  bill.    Latauehe  v.  Hal/ord,  V.  C.  March,  1842. 


Prior  to  the  deosion  of  Tyler  v.  Bell,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  89,  there  t^^^^ortl?e°"" 
were  practitioners  who  entertained  an  opinion,  founded  upon  the  course  taken  by 
supposed  absence  of  precedent  for  dismissing  a  bill  for  want  of  ^^^.  ^5^?°' 
{Muties,  that  it  was  obligatory  upon  the  Court  to  allow  the  cause  Sellt  2  M.  &  C. 
to>stand  over  with  liberty  to  amend.    This  opinion  was  the  oppo-  ^^' 
site  extreme  of  that,  presently  mentioned,  which  holds  such  an 
order  to  be  an  indulgence  and  no  subject  of  appeal.    There  is 
however  authority  of  an  early  date  for  the  course  taken  by  Lord 
Cottenham  in  Tyler  v.  Bell,  and  in  taking  which,  it  may  be 
remarked,  that  he  affirmed  a  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  Sti^ardy.  The  CUy  of  London,  1  P.  Will.  428,  an  objection 
was  taken  at  the  hearing  that  an  individual,  who  ought  to  have 


TON. 


*0  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 

,^     ^^^^'     ,  joined  as  a  plaintiff,  was  not  a  party.    He  was  represented  by  the 
Waits  9.  ^^  ^  ^6  dead,  but  the  defendants  insisted  he  was  living.     It 

Lord  Eolin-     appeared  that  in  an  action  at  law  the  plaintiffs  had  actually  pleaded 

in  abatement  that  he  was  liying  and  ought  to  be  a  defendant  in 
the  action,  and  the  plaintiffs  had  made  an  affidavit  of  that  fact  in 
support  of  their  plea  in  abatement.  Lord  Macclesfield  said  that  the 
question  was,  whether  the  Court  should  give  the  plaintiffs  leave 
to  amend,  paying  the  costs  of  the  day,  or  dismiss  the  bill.  That  it 
was  a  very  trick  to  suppose  such  person  dead  by  the  bill,  when  the 
plaintiffs  perhaps  could  not  get  him  to  join,  and  yet  to  swear  him 
living  upon  the  plea  in  abatement ;  and  it  being  discretionary  in  the 
Court  either  to  dismiss  the  bill,  or  to  give  leave  for  an  amendment 
on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  day,  if  in  any  case  a  bill  ought  to  be 
dismissed  let  it  be  in  this ;  but  without  prejudice  to  another  bill. 
In  the  same  case  of  Stafford  v.  The  City  of  London^  as  reported 
by  Sir  John  Strange,  vol.  1,  p.  95,  it  is  said  that  instances  were 
cited,  where  bills  had  been  dismissed  for  want  of  parties  as  well  as 
where  causes  had  been  put  off  only* 

Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert's  Forum  Romanum  must  have  been 
written  prior  to  the  year  1726.  In  that  learned  treatise,  page 
157»  it  is  said  that  if  it  appears  to  the  Court  that  a  very  necessary 
party  is  wanting — that  without  him  no  r^^ular  decree  can  be 
made — as  where,  &c.  [Here  there  are  various  illustrations  of 
where  a  necessary  party  is  wanting,  and  that  without  him  no 
regular  decree  could  be  made.]  And  therefore  in  all  those  cases  it 
was  conceived  **  that  the  ancient  rule  of  dismissing  the  bill  with 
costs  for  want  of  absolute  and  necessary  parties  was  the  surest 
way  to  go  by."  The  treatise  then  proceeds  thus : — ^But  to  this  it 
vdU  be  objected  that  the  late  practice  hath  been  to  let  the  cause 
stand  adjourned  over  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  day,  and  to 
direct  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill  and  make  proper  parties. 
And  in  many  cases  this  is  a  y^tj  just  rule  and  determination,  as 
where  the  party  wanting  to  be  brought  on  is  purely  a  party  pro 
forma,  as  in  the  case  of  a  trustee  or  an  executor  against  whom 
there  needs  no  further  examination  of  witnesses.  Nay  the  Court 
often  directs  to  supply  the  want  of  parties  in  case  of  an  adminis- 
tration de  bonis  non,  &c.,  that  upon  the  plaintiff's  producing  such 
administration,  or  any  other  administration  pr  probate  of  a  will 
before  the  Master,  the  account  shall  go  on  (a).     But  where  the 

(a)  As  the  learned  Chief  Baron  porter  well  recollects  a  case  at  the 

states,  the  Court  "often"    does  Rolls — Mr.  Baron  Graham  and 

direct — yet  "  sometimes"  it  does  two  Masters  were  sitting  for  Sir 

not  direct — to  supply  the  want  of  Thomas  Plumer,  who  was  ill — it 

parties  in  this  manner.    There-  was  about   1823 — in  which  the 
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party  which  is  wanting  becomes  a  substantial  and  necessary  party,  ^^6* 

and  where  he  may  controvert  the  plaintiff's  very  right  to  the  watts  «. 
demand  in  question,  and  where  he  may  deny  it  by  his  answer  and  Lov>  Bolin 
put  the  plaintiff  and  tbe  other  defendants,  who  have  answered,  to 
imdergo  a  fresh  examination  of  witnesses — for  nobody  will  say 
tbat  the  examination  taken  before  the  coming  in  of  this  new 
defendant's   answer  shall  either  bind  or  affect  his    particular 
ease  (a), — and  where  the  plaintiff  must  reply  to  this  new  defend- 
ant's answer,  and  where  both  parties  must  examine  all  over  again, 
and  where  the  cause  must  also  be  set  down  de  novo  as  against  this 
new  defendant,  it  is  not  conceived  of  what  effect  it  can  be  to  the 
plaintiff  to  have  his  cause  stand  over,  or  where  he  is  to  find  his 
account  in  the  event  of  such  a  proceeding ;  and  it  seems  in  this 
case  to  be  more  just  that  the  bill  ought  to  stand  dismissed  with 
costs,  and  that  the  defendants,  who  are  unnecessarily  brought  on, 
should  at  least  have  their  costs  of  this  vexation ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  be  at  hberty  to  bring  a  new  bill  and  make 
proper  parties  as  he  shall  be  advised.   But  all  this  is  in  the  breast 
of  the  Court  to  do  as  they  please. 

.  In  Onge  v.  Tuloek,  2  Moll.  35,  Lord  Chancellor  Hart  said.  If 
there  is  a  case  that  the  Court  has  dismissed  a  bill  where  there  was 
a  defect  of  parties,  it  is  of  this  nature,  seeing  that  if  those  par- 
ties were  before  it  the  bill  should  be  dismissed  equally ;  and  then 
it  hu  done  so  at  once  to  save  expense,  and  because  it  will  not 
*Qow  want  of  parties  to  be  used  as  a  device  to  prevent  the  dis- 
inission  of  a  bill.  The  Court  is  competent  to  db  that,  but  that  is 
not  a  dismission  for  want  of  parties. 

The  last  passage  will  not  escape  the  attention  of  the  equity 
^dent,  careful  to  note  the  principle  of  a  judgment—'*  that  is  not 
A  dismission  for  want  of  parties." 


^Wt,  with  a  warmth  not  very 
^'Koal,  dismissed  a  heavy  suit  with 
c^,  it  appearing  that  the  plain- 
^  a  sole  executor,  and  suing  in 
that  character,  had  for  some  rea- 
><n)  delayed  to  take  out  probate. 

It  may  assist  the  student  to  re- 
iDvic  that  where,  as  in  the  cases 
optioned  by  Lord  Redesdale,  p. 
145, 3rd  ed.  the  Court  has  given 
^▼e  to  the  parties  to  bring  a  re- 
pi^Ksentative  before  the  Master  on 
taking  the  accounts  or  other  pro- 
ceedings, it  will,  as  it  is  conceived. 


turn  out  that  there  was  no  oppo- 
sition. It  is  believed  that  very 
littie  is  to  be  met  with  in  the  books 
upon  the  subject.  See,  however, 
Fletcher  v.  Ashbumer,  1  Bro.  C. 
C.  498;  Habergham  v.  Vincent , 
1  Yes.  J.  68;  Shean  v.  Maker, 
Jones,  Ir.Eq.Exch.  Rep.  441.  Va- 
riations of  this  kind  in  our  decrees 
and  orders  would  probably  lead 
to  a  laxity  of  practice  that  in  the 
end  would  be  found  prejudicial, 
(a)  See  page  38. 
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^ .— — ' 

Watts  |>. 
Lord  Eolin- 

TON. 

Mr.  DanieU's 
statement  that 
an  order  made 
at  the  hearing 
for  the  cause  to 
stand  over  with 
liberty  to  add 
parties  cannot 
be  appealed 
firom. 


Mr.  Daniell  in  his  Chancery  Practice,  vol.  3,  p.  I,  Ist  ed., 
vol.  2,  p.  1331,  2nd  ed.,  after  saying  that,  except  in  the  instances 
pointed  out  by  him,  a  decree  or  order  taken  by  consent  of  coun- 
sel could  not  be  made  the  subject  of  appeal,  proceeds  to  state  that 
for  this  purpose  an  order  made  at  the  hearing,  for  the  cause  to 
stand  over,  T?ith  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  add  parties,  is  considered 
as  an  order  made  by  consent,  and  cannot  be  appealed  from  ;  that 
in  truth  the  T?ant  of  parties  is  in  its  nature  a  reason  for  dismissing 
the  plaintiff's  bill,  and  it  was  a  matter  of  relaxation  on  the  part 
of  the  Court  when  it  permitted  the  cause  to  stand  over  :  and  if 
the  plaintiff  is  dissatisfied  with  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the 
want  of  parties,  he  should  let  the  bill  be  dismissed,  and  then 
appeal  from  the  order  of  dismissal. 

Nearly  the  whole  of  this  passage  is  taken  from  what  Lord 
Thurlow  said  in  Berrei/ord  y.  Adair,  2  Cox,  156.  There  are  some 
other  words  ascribed  by  Mr.  Cox  to  Lord  Thurlow  which  must 
not  be  omitted.  His  Lordship  stated  that  the  order  for  a  cause 
to  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff  to  add  parties,  in  the 
shape  of  it  purports  to  have  been  made  by  consent. 

It  is  believed  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  books  to  show  that 
at  any  period  the  order  "  in  the  shape  of  it "  did — unless  in  a 
case  of  some  peculiar  circumstances— purport  to  have  been  made 
by  consent.  Lord  Thurlow  must  have  referred  therefore  to  the 
order  in  that  case ;  and  a  reference  to  the  report  makes  this  the 
more  probable,  as  it  will  be  found  that  the  passage  brought  for- 
ward by  Mr.  Daniell  relative  to  the  course  to  be  taken  by  a 
dissatisfied  plaintiff,  and  which  passage  immediately  precedes  that 
which  is  now  the  subject  of  remark,  is  applied  by  the  Chancellor 
not  to  every  plaintiff,  but  to  the  plaintiff  in  Berretford  ▼. 
Adair  (a). 


Question 
whether  in 
Lord  Thurlovr's 
time,  it  was  less 
easy  than  now, 
to  obtain  an 
order  at  the 
hearing,  for 
adjourning  the 
cause  with 
leave  to  add 
parties. 


(a)  In  Ray  v.  Fenwicke,  3  Bro. 
C.  C.  25,  Lord  Thurlow  said  that 
the  suit,  without  a  representative 
of  the  original  obligee  in  the  bond, 
must  be  dismissed  for  want  of 
parties.  A  practitioner  lately  de- 
ceased used  to  refer  to  this  case, 
to  show  that  in  Lord  Thurlow's 
time,  if  the  plaintiff  chose  to  bring 
his  cause  to  a  hearing  in  a  defec- 
tive state  as  regards  parties,  the 
adjournment  of  it  with  leave  to 
amend  was  by  no  means  so  easily 


obtained  as  in  our  days.  Like 
much  that  is  to  be  found  in 
Brown,  no  reliance  can  be  placed 
on  the  dictum  attributed  by  him 
to  Lord  Thurlow. 

Lord  Redesdale  wrote  his  trea- 
tise at  the  time  that  he  was  in 
large  practice  before  Lord  Thur- 
low. His  lordship  says,  p.  263, 
that  if  upon  the  hearing  the 
plaintiff  appears  entitled  to  relief, 
and  the  addition  of  parties  only  is 
wanted,  an  order  is  usually  made 
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But  although  the  order  for  a  cause  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  1846. 

to  amend  bj  adding  parties,  may  not,  except  in  some  special  Watti  v. 

instance,  in  the  shape  of  it  have  purported  to  have  been  made  by  Lokd  Eoun- 

oottsent ;   no  practitioner,   who  occasionally  examines  onr  old  '^^' 

reports  (a)  and  books  of  practice,  will  dispute  that  in  early  times  jounS^ 

such  an  order  was  a  matter  of  relaxation.     Judges  and  writers,  cause  with 

leave  to  amend, 
upon  an  objection  taken  at  the  hearing  for 
want  of  parties,  formerly  an  indulgence. 


for  the  cause  to  stand  over,  with 
Hbeny  to  amend  the  bill  by  ad- 
ding the  proper  parties. 

On  going  no  further  than  the 
index  to  Dickens,  the  three  follow- 
ing cases  meet  the  eye.     They 
will  suffice  to  show  that  it  was 
the  practice  in  Lord  Thurlow's 
time  to  allow  a  cause  to  stand 
over  with  Uberty  to  amend  by 
adding  parties. 

hiAngersiein  v.  darfe,  2  Dick. 
738,  an  objection  was  taken  that 
a  surety  was  not  a  party  $  when 
h)rd  Thurlow  allowed  the  objec- 
tbn,  bnt  let  the  cause  stand  over 
toimend. 

In  Whulsar  y.  Windsor,  Dick. 
707,  a  party  was  named  a  defend- 
ant in  the  bill,  but  process  was 
^  prayed  against  him.  Lord 
KenyoD  said,  the  naming  of  a 
pvtym  a  bill  as  a  defendant,  and 
spraying  process  against  him, 
^  not  to  be  considered  as  making 
^  apaity,  therefore  let  the  cause 
•*«nd  over,  with  hberty  for  the 
piaintiflr  to  amend  the  bill  by 
adding  parties. 

^oldtworthv.Holdsworih,  Dick. 
799,  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree 
it  the  Rolls.  Parties  appeared  tfi 
^  wanting.  Lord  Thurlow  or- 
dered that  the  appeal  should  stand 
over,  with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff 
^  file  a  supplemental  bill,  merely 
^«M  parties. 


(a)  The  indexes  in  general  af- 
ford small  due  to  points  of  the  kind 
now  under  inquiry ;  and  the  re- 
porter's common-place  book  con- 
tains no  notes  under  the  head  of 
"  dismissal  for  want  of  parties," 
except  of  the  cases  in  Bunbury, 
whose  volume  terminates  about 
the  year  1734,  there  being  only 
Ave  cases  in  it  after  that  period. 

In  Whistler  v.  Webb,  Bun.  53, 
which  was  a  bill  for  redemption, 
the  defendant  in  his  answer  set 
forth  that  he  was  only  a  trustee. 
It  was  objected  to  the  plaintiff  at 
the  hearing  that  the  cestui  que 
trust  should  have  been  made  a 
party, and  he  might  haveamended, 
this  being  disclosed  in  the  answer, 
and  for  this  reason  the  bill  was 
dismissed. 

In  Spendler  v.  Potter,  ibid.  181, 
a  bill  to  establish  a  custom  was 
dismissed  by  reason  of  Queen's 
College,  the  owners  of  the  inhe- 
ritance, not  being  parties. 

In  Hooper  v.  Lethhridge,  ibid. 
291,  a  bill  for  tithes  seems  from 
the  marginal  note,  to  have  been 
dismissed  for  want  of  parties. 

Bishop  of  London  v.  Nicholls, 
ibid.  141,  was  the  case  of  a  de- 
murrer. It  was  a  demurrer 
amongst  other  things  for  want  of 
parties.  That  seems  to  have  been 
the  ground  upon  which  it  was 
allowed.    The  bill  was  dismissed. 


Some  cases  in 
the  earlier  part 
of  the  last  cen- 
tury in  which 
suits  were  dis- 
missed for  want 
of  parties. 
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Waits  r. 
Lord  Eolin- 

TON. 


well  versed  in  the  *'  incunabula  "  of  equity  procedure,  have  often 
designated  it  as  an  order  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  strict- 
ness entitled,  and  have  asserted  that,  if  the  cause  was  adjourned 
to  supply  the  defect  in  his  suit  by  reason  of  necessary  parties 
being  absent,  it  was  something  that  the  plaintiff  obtained,  not  as  a 
right,  but  as  an  indulgence. 

In  the  Praxis  Al.  Cu.  Can.  Vol.  I.  p.  34,  1725,  4th  edit,  it  is 
said  dismission  upon  hearmg  is  sometimes  for  want  of  parties. 
The  passage  is  not  in  the  first  edition,  published  in  1694.  It 
possibly  may  have  been  taken  from  the  Practical  Register,  p.  142, 
which  first  appeared  in  1714. 

In  the  passage  quoted  from  the  Forum  Romanum,  ante  page  40, 
it  will  be  seen  that  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  speaks  of  the  dismissal 
of  the  bill  for  want  of  absolute  and  necessary  parties,  as  being  the 
ancient  rule  of  the  Court,  and  the  adjournment  of  the  cause  in 
order  that  the  defect  may  be  supplied,  as  a  recent  practice. 

In  Polk  V.  Clinton,  12  Yes.  63,  Sir  William  Grant  said  at  one 
period  the  want  of  a  party  was  fatal,  although  that  was  not  so  now. 

In  Hill  V.  Kirwan,  Jac.  1 64,  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  stated  as  a 
reason  why,  upon  an  objection  for  want  of  parties,  the  cause  being 
ordered  to  stand  over  with  liberty  to  amend,  the  Court  had  at 
least  the  power  of  giving  the  costs  of  the  day,  that  it  was  an  in- 
dulgence to  permit  the  cause  to  stand  over,  and  an  indulgence 
might  surely  be  granted  upon  terms.  Heobserved  that  the  practice 
of  not  dismissing  bills  for  want  of  parties  was  settled  by  a  case 
before  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  in  which  there  was  an  appeal,  and  by  the 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Green  v.  Poole, 
which  will  be  presently  mentioned. 

In  Dixon  v.  Allen,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  492,  Sir  Thomas  Plumer 
said,  that  the  direction,  that  a  cause  should  stand  over  with  liberty 
to  add  defendants  by  amendment,  was  an  indulgence  given  to  the 
plaintiff  at  his  own  request;  that  he  solicited  it,  being  aware  that 
otherwise  his  bill  must  be  dismissed,  although  without  prejudice 
to  the  institution  of  a  new  suit;  that  he  accepted,  too,  such  indul- 
gence at  his  own  risk,  &c.  (a). 


Language  of 
Sir  T.  Plumer 
in  mU  V.  Kir. 
wan  and  Dupoh 
v.  Mien, 


(a)  It  will  be  presently  found 
that  the  language  of  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer  in  the  foregoing  cases  is 
adapted  more  to  the  practice  of 
the  Court  at  the  end  of  the  l7th 
and  the  beginning  of  the  18th 
centuries,  than  to  that  which  has 


prevailed  since. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Bie- 
derman  v.  Seymour,  I  Beav.  597t 
states  with  more  accuracy  of  ex- 
pression the  present  practice  of 
the  Court.  His  Lordship  said: 
— that  it  was  the  duty  of  a  plain- 
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But  although,  as  the  foregoing  passages  show,  the  ancient  rule  1846. 

of  the  Court  was  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed,  and  the  adjourn-  ^^^^rg  ^^ 

ment  of  the  cause  with  leave  to  amend  was  an  indulgence,  it  is  Lord  Eolin- 

manifest  from  reported  cases  that  it  was  an  indulgence  which  ^^' 
must  have  been  often  shown  (a). 


tiff  to  come  fully  prepared  to  ask 

the  Court  for  a  decree.    And  if 

he  was  not  so  prepared,  and  it 

appears  that  the  suit  was  defective 

from  his  default,  then  his  Lord- 

ship  thought  that  it  was,  what  was 

usually  called  an  indulgence,  to 

give  the  plaintiff  leave  to  supply 

that  defect  afterwards.    It  became 

the  duty  of  the  Court  to  consider 

whether  for  promoting  the  ends 

of  justice  leave  should  be  given 

or  not     He  did  not  think  it  was 

a  right  which  the  plaintiff  could 

demand  of  the  Court,  but  if  he 

offered    good    reasons  why  the 

indulgence   should   be    granted, 

then  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court 

to  grant  it ;  but  if  no  good  rea- 

tons  were  shown,  then    it  was 

equally  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 

refuse  the  application. 

In  this  case  the  cause  had 
akeady  stood  over  for  want  of 
parties,  with  liberty  to  amend,  and 
tbat  order  had  been  twice  acted 
upon,  and  as  it  turned  out  with- 
er success,  it  being  necessary  to 
^pply  for  the  cause  to  stand  over 
iRBin,  m  order  to  make  a  third 
unendment.  It  is  clear — whatever 
may  be  the  language,  which  at  this 
^y  is  to  be  considered  as  cor- 
f^y  applicable  to  the  first  order, 
pving  liberty  to  amend  by  adding 
parties— that  an  order  giving  that 
liberty  to  a  party,  who  has  already 
"^  such  opportunity  to  cure  a 
defect  of  that  kind  in  his  record, 
may  with  great  justness  of  ex- 
pf^on  be  described  as  an  in- 
dulgence. 


(a)  lliere  was  a  practice  at  an 
early  period,  which,  even  if  the  re- 
ports were  silent,  would  afford  a 
strong  presumption  that  the  Court 
was  not  formerly  less  indulgent 
than  at  present.  In  the  Compleat 
Sollicitor,  p.  23,  1672,  4th  edit, 
after  the  statement  that  the  plain- 
tiff may  set  down  his  cause  to  be 
heard  upon  bill  and  answer,  and 
that  in  case  the  Court  shall  not 
find  grounds  to  make  a  decree  or 
final  order,  the  bill  shall  be  dis- 
missed with  costs ;  it  is  added — or 
the  plaintiff  shall  be  admitted  to 
reply  if  he  deserved  it,  first  paying 
down  five  pounds  costs  within 
four  days  after  such  hearing,  else 
the  dismission  to  stand,  and  the 
conclusion  of  the  order  on  hearing 
b  to  be  penned  by  the  registrar 
accordingly ;  and  then  such  dis- 
mission shall  be  a  good  plea  in  bar 
of  any  new  bill  for  the  same  matter. 

The  Praxis.  Al.  Cu,  Can.  vol. 
i.  p.  14,  1st  edit.,  has  abstracted 
the  above  passage,  but  instead  of 
the  words  "if  he  deserved  it," 
has  **  if  he  desired  it." 

It  is  hardly  probable  that  Judges, 
who  permitted  a  plaintiff,  whose 
cause  had  been  heard  upon  biU 
and  answer  and  dismissed,  to  re- 
ply to  the  answer  (when  it  is  to 
be  presumed  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  would  be  at  liberty  to 
go  into  evidence,  and  have  a  se- 
cond hearing),  should  refuse  him 
the  opportunity  of  remedying  a 
slip  in  his  proceedings  in  conse- 
quence of  the  omission  of  some 
necessary  party. 


Old  practice, 
where  dismissal 
upon  bill  and 
answer,  to  per- 
mit a  replica- 
tion to  be  filed 
and  a  second 
hearing. 
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1^^-  A  short  seftTch  has  prodnoed  the  followiiig  anthorities  :^- 

Watts  9.  ^^  ^^^  ^'  BarrUomj  Bq>.  tern.  Finch,  15,  1673,  an  objection 

Load  EoLiy-     was  taken  at  the  hearing,  that  an  esecator  ooght  to  haye  been 

^^'  made  a  party  to  the  bill,  which  was  ordered,  and  to  brin^  on  the 

Some  CMlv  t^*  .  — »  -,  -.^ 

cmses  in  which,    caase  again. 

potwithsund.  In  Israeli  v.  Xarbaume,  I  Vem.  87, 1682,  the  plaintiff,  to  amd 
^dismLsisir^  a  demurrer,  had  made  a  person  a  defendant,  bnt  had  never  senred 
the  bill,  orden  him  to  answer.  This  was  a  case  in  which  it  mig^t  hare  been 
■?*  "mPBt^  expected  that  there  would  have  been  a  rigid  adherence  to  the  rule, 
with  leave  to  but  nevertheless  Sir  Harbottle  Grimstone  merelj  ordered  that  he 
^■^^  .        should  be  brought  to  a  hearing,  and  the  bill  being  for  an  injunction, 

It  was  contmued  in  the  mean  time. 

In  Kirk  r.  Clark,  Free.  Ch.  275,  1708,  which  was  a  bill  b^r  a 
trustee  for  the  performance  of  marriage  articles,  after  the  bill  and 
answer  had  been  opened,  it  was  objected  that  a  cestui  que  trust 
was  not  made  a  party,  and  would  not  therefore  be  bonnd  if  the 
bill  should  be  dismissed,  and  so  the  defendants  would  be  liable  to 
another  suit  for  the  same  cause.  The  Court  ordered  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  that  day*s  costs,  and  to  make  the  cestui  que  trust  a  party, 
and  the  next  day  the  cestui  que  trust  was  made  plaintiff. 

In  Saiiubury  v.  Graaumer,  Easter,  8th  Ann.  (1709),  Lord 
Cowper,  upon  an  objection  being  taken  that  executors  were  not  par- 
ties to  the  suit,  directed  that  it  should  stand  adjourned,  in  order 
that  they  might  be  made  defendants. — MS.  Cases. 

Btdch  V.  JFastelly  1  P.  Will.  445,  was  a  suit  to  have  satis&ction 
of  a  debt  against  the  debtor  and  a  trustee  for  him.  The  debtor 
had  been  outlawed,  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  it  was  objected 
that  the  proper  course  would  have  been  for  the  plaintiff  to  get  a 
grant  of  the  debtor's  estate,  which  was  forfeited  to  the  Crown. 
Lord  Macclesfield  directed  the  plaintiff  to  get  such  grant  and 
make  the  Attorney  General  a  party,  and  then  the  cause  was  to 
come  on  again. 

This  case  was  in  1718.  There  is  another  case  of  Haytcard  v. 
Fry^  in  Easter  Term,  1721,  mentioned  by  Pcere  Williams  (ibid), 
in  which  the  same  objection  being  made  at  the  hearing  there  was 
a  like  orJer  that  the  cause  should  be  put  off,  in  order  that  the 
plaintiff  might  get  a  similar  grant  and  make  the  Attorney  General 
a  |>arty. 

In  Pitt  V.  Brt9r4ter,  I  Dick.  37,  1721,  there  was  an  objection 
at  the  hearing,  the  bill  being  for  an  account  of  a  testator's  estate, 
that  one  of  the  executors  was  not  a  party.  The  order  was  (ac- 
cording to  a  practice  which  shall  be  noticed  up<m  some  future 
iMxmsiou)  that  he  should  be  introduced  into  the  decree  as  a  partj, 
and  onlered  to  aivount  before  the  Master  without,  as  the  report 
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be  inferred  that  the  patting  off  a  cause  to  add  parties  was  not  ^ 

rery  uncommon.  Lord  Eoliv- 

In  Bailey  V.  Worrall,  Bun.  115,  1722,  a  bill  for  tithes  was  '^^' 
ordered  to  be  dismissed  for  want  of  a  party,  but  upon  application 
it  was  ordered  to  stand  over  with  liberty  to  amend. 

These  are  cases  in  which  the  objection  was  taken  afler  answer 
at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  but  there  are  cases  of  demur- 
rers for  want  of  parties,  also  of  an  early  date.  In  principle 
there  can  be  little  difference  between  a  case,  in  which  the  objection 
preyails  after  answer  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and  a  case 

m  which  it  prevails  upon  demurrer. 
In  Brusenden  ▼.  Decreets,  2  Ch.  Ca.  197,  1674,  there  was  a  Some  early 

demurrer  that  no  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  a  party — Lord  ?*^^^^^' 

Nottingham  held  that  in  that  respect  the  bill  was  ill,  but  gave  the  having  been 

plaintiff  leave  to  amend  the  bill  in  that  point.  allowed  for 

_  '^  want  of  parties, 

In  Grifitka  v.  Bateman,  30  Car.  2,  1678,  a  demurrer  was  liberty  was 

allowed  because  the  personal  representatives  of  one  Phillips  were  ^^^^  *®  amend. 

not  defendants,  but  Lord  Nottingham  gave  the  plaintiff  liberty  to 

amend  his  bOl.     MS.  Notes  ;  S.  C.  Rep.  tern.  Finch,  334. 

Chief  Baron  Grilbert,  who  thought  that  where  at  the  hearing  of 
&  canse  absolute  and  necessary  parties  were  wanting,  the  ancient 
rale  of  dismissing  the  bill  with  costs  was  the  surest  rule  to  go  by 
(Forum  Bomanum,  158),  nevertheless  says,  p.  55  : — A  demurrer 
for  want  of  proper  parties  is  an  exception  as  to  the  defendants 
brought  into  court  (a)  :  for  if  there  be  not  proper  defendants 
before  the  court,  there  can  be  no  decree :  and  therefore  this  is  an 
objection  as  well  against  proceeding  as  at  the  hearing :  for  the 
defendants  can't  be  obliged  to  contest  where  there  can  be  no 
P^per  parties  for  a  decree,  but  such  proper  parties  being  added, 
Ae  defendant  [plaintiff]  may  proceed. 

Such  was  tlie  state  of  the  practice  down  to  about  the  close  of  The  order  to 
the  first  ({uarter  of  the  last  century.     After  that  time,  in  conse-  wnend  by 
qwence  (as  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  mentioned  in  the  above  case  of  S^L^^ 
ffiW  T.  KirMHtn)  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  having  reversed  Sir  jection  at  the 
*oieph  Jekyll's  decree,  dismissing  a  cause  upon  an  objection  taken  tobe'wi^lndS- 
^  the  hearing  for  want  of  parties,  and  of  the  decision  of  the  House  gence. 
^  Lords  in  Oreen  v.  Poole,  the  practice  underwent  a  change, 
which  has  rendered  the  order  to  add  parties  no  longer  a  relaxation 
^  indnlgence,  but  with  some  exceptions  the  right  of  the  suitor. 

(a)  The  language  here  is  that      practice  the  writer  compares  the 
tf  the  Roman  jurists,  with  whose     practice  of  the  Ck>urt  of  Chancery. 
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1840.  The  reporter  is  not  aware  that  our  printed  books  mention  the 

Watts  r.  name  of  the  case  before  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll^  or  the  year  in  which  it 

Lord  Eolin'     came  before  him.     It  must  have  been  prior  to  1733,  when 
'^^^  (xreen  v.  Poole  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

Crreen  v.  Poole  is  reported  5  Bro.  P.  C.  504.  Upon  the  hearing 
of  the  cause  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  it  would  seem  that  the 
bill  had  been  dismissed  upon  an  objection  for  want  of  parties. 
One  of  the  appellant's  reasons  (they  were  signed  bj  Dudley 
Ryder  and  Fazakerley)  was,  that  if  it  was  necessary  to  have  the 
additional  parties,  it  was  apprehended  that  the  Court  ought  to 
have  directed  that  the  appellant,  on  pajnnent  of  the  usual  costs, 
might  have  had  leave  to  amend  his  bill  by  adding  parties ;  and 
not  upon  the  making  of  an  objection  for  want  of  such  parties 
to  dismiss  the  bill  absolutely  with  costs :  that  being  the  usual 
direction  in  Courts  of  Equity,  when  proper  parties  appear  at  the 
hearing  of  a  cause  to  be  wanting. — Appeal  Cases,  Lin.  Inn.  Lib. 
After  hearing  counsel  on  the  appeal,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  order  therein  complained  of  should  be  reversed,  and  that 
the  appellant  should  be  at  liberty  to  amend  his  bill,  by  adding 
proper  parties,  on  paying  the  costs  of  the  day  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer. 

It  would  be  very  strange  if  this  case  had  not  been  followed  by 

the  Court  of  Chancery.    As  was  to  be  expected,  it  will  be  found 

that  immediately  afterwards  it  was  considered  that  the  plaintiff, 

in  whose  cause  there  turned  out  to  be  a  want  of  parties  was, 

according  to  the  true  practice  of  the  Court,  entitled  to  an  order 

that  it  might  stand  over,  in  order  to  give  him  an  opportunity  of 

remedying  the  defect  by  amendment. 

Cases  temp.  In  Herring  v.  Toe^  1  Atk.  290,  an  objection  was  taken  at  the 

Lord  Hard-        hearing  of  the  cause  that  a  feme  coverte  was  not  a  defendant, 

upon  objection'  ^hen  the  cause  was  ordered  to  stand  over  that  she  might  be  made 

at  the  hearing,     a  party. 

to  be  adjourned       ^^  Anon.  2  Atk.  14,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  a  bill  in  Chancery  is 

with  leave  to      never  dismissed  for  want  of  parties,  but  stands  over  upon  paying 

'^*^*        the  costs  of  the  day.     A  decree  of  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll's  in  a  cause 

at  the  Rolls  to  dismiss  a  bill  for  want  of  parties  was  reversed 

aflerwards  for  that  reason,  and  a  decree  of  the  same  nature  in  the 

Court  of  Exchequer  was  reversed  likewise  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

The  last  sentence  may  probably  be  the  remark  of  Tracy  Atkyns. 

Lamplugh  v.  Hebden,  Dick.  78,  S,  C,  Bam.  C.  C.  371,  was  a 

bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 

land.     On  the  hearing  of  the  cause  an  objection  was  made  that 

the  plaintiff's  wife  and  child  were  not  parties,  the  lands  being 
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sold  under  a  power  which  obliged  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  other         1846. 

lands  in  the  place,  and  the  plaintiff's  wife  and  daughter  being  wattsw. 

interested  in  seeing  that  done.     The  objection  was  allowed,  and  Loao  Eolin- 

it  was  ordered  that  the  cause  should  stand  over  with  liberty  for  ''^^' 

the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill  by  adding  parties. 
In  Glasa  v.  Oxenham^  2  Atk.  121,  Lord  Hardwicke  thought 

that  an  executor  durante  minoritate  ought  to  be  a  defendant, 

and  for  want  of  him  ordered  that  the  cause  should  stand  over. 

In  Warren  v.  Stawell,  ibid.  125,  an  objection  was  taken  that 

tk  heir  was  not  before  the  Court,  when  Mr.  Baron  Parker,  sitting 

for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  allowed  the  objection,  but  it  appears 

from  the  marginal  note  that  the  cause  was  ordered  to  stand  over. 

hi  Femon  v.  Blackerby,  2  Atk.  144,  S.  C.  Bam.  Ch.  Ca.  377, 

it  waa  objected  that  the  Church  Building  Commissioners  were  not 

defendants,  and  the  cause  was  ordered  to  stand  over  for  want  of 

parties. 

In  Brace  v.  Harrington^  2  Atk.  235,  the  cause  was  ordered  to 
stand  over  to  make  the  representative  of  the  obligee  in  a  bond  a 
defendant. 

In  JoMe  V.  Jonee,  3  Atk.  110,  the  cause  seems  to  have 
l>een  fullj  gone  into  before  the  objection  for  want  of  parties 
was  brought  forward.  Lord  Hardwicke  said :  This  cause  has 
been  brought  on  very  oddly ;  and  the  objection  for  want  of 
parties  comes  very  late ;  for  the  rule  is,  that  it  ought  to  be  upon 
opening  the  proceedings  and  before  the  merits  are  disclosed. 
Bat  it  is  frequently  known  that  after  a  cause  is  gone  into,  and 
eTen  thoroughly  heard,  yet  the  Court  is  compelled  to  let  it  stand 
over  for  want  of  parties.  Therefore  the  objection,  though  it  is  not 
taken  in  time,  must  have  its  weight,  because  otherwise  the  Court 
cannot  on  the  one  hand  do  justice  to  the  defendant,  and  on  the 
*^  would  be  obliged  to  dismiss  the  bill,  which  is  never  done 
DOW:  though  it  was  attempted  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  formerly,  but 
i^ersed  on  an  appeal  to  Lord  Chancellor  King :  and  since  that 
^me  causes  are  ordered  only  to  stand  over,  on  paying  the  costs  of 
^  day,  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  an  opportunity  of  making 
pvoper  parties.  As  this  bill  is  framed,  the  defendant  was  cxcu- 
^ble  for  not  making  his  objection  for  want  of  parties  sooner,  and 
^refore  let  it  be  directed  that  the  cause  do  stand  over. 

InPwirfii^  V.  Pincent,  1  Wils.  179,  S.  C,  3  Atk.  571,  there  was 

an  objection  that  certain  annuitants  were  not  defendants ;  the  cause 

was  ordered  to  stand  over  with  leave  to  amend  by  adding  parties. 

The  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  these  cases  is  strengthened 

^jwfaat  has  been  said  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hart,  who,  in  the  early 
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pari  of  his  professional  life,  had  known  many  of  the  counsel,  who 
had  practised  before  Lord  Hardwicke.  In  Otige  ▼.  Truloek,  2 
Moll.  35,  Lord  Chancellor  Hart  said  it  was  settled  that  the  Court 
could  not  dismiss  a  bill  for  want  of  parties.  When  Lord  King,  or 
Lord  Macclesfield,  dismissed  a  bill  for  want  of  parties,  the  House 
of  Lords  on  appeal  declared  that  it  was  not  competent  to  do  so, 
and  there  was  no  case  since  that  time. 


Condoaion. 


After  the  foregoing  statement  of  dicta  and  decisions  the  asser- 
tion— that  an  order  made  at  the  hearing  for  the  cause  to  stand 
over  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  add  parties  must  be  consi- 
dered as  an  order  by  consent  and  cannot  be  appealed  from — is,  as 
it  is  conceived,  a  proposition  that  cannot  be  supported.  This  is 
the  conclusion,  at  which  the  reporter  would  arrive,  were  there 
nothing  but  principle  for  his  guide,  but  we  are  not  left  altogether 
without  authority  upon  the  point. 

In  Oshoum  v.  Fallows,  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  742,  there  was  an 
objection  that  certain  cestui  que  trusts  were  not  parties.  The 
Yice-Chancellor  having  allowed  the  objection,  and  directed  the 
cause  to  stand  over  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  within  a  month 
to  amend  his  bill  by  adding  parties,  an  appeal  was  brought  from 
that  order.  On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  it  was  contended  for 
the  defendant  that  an  appeal  against  an  order,  directing  a  cause 
to  stand  over  for  want  of  parties  with  Uberty  to  amend,  coidd  not 
be  entertained.  Such  an  order  was  always  made  by  consent.  The 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  let  his  bill  be  dismissed,  and  have  there- 
upon appealed,  and  the  case  of  Berres/ord  v.  Adair,  2  Cox,  156, 
was  cited.  Lord  Lyndhurst  does  not  appear  to  have  taken  any 
notice  of  this  objection  that  there  could  be  no  appeal  against  such 
an  order ;  but  a  few  days  after  he  gave  his  judgment  affirming  the 
Vice-Chancellor's  order.  Now  as  the  objection  was  preliminary, 
and,  passing  over  it  in  silence,  he  took  time  for  his  judgment  on 
the  point  raised  by  the  appeal,  which  he  need  not  have  deter- 
mined had  such  objection  been  tenable,  it  may  be  fairly  concluded 
that  his  Lordship  did  not  think  it  deserving  of  his  attention. 

Lumsden  v.  Fraaer,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  594,  was  not  the  case  of  an 
objection  taken  at  the  hearing  for  want  of  parties,  but  of  a  de- 
murrer for  want  of  equity  and  want  of  parties  (a).  The  Vice- 
Chancellor  had  allowed  the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  but  he 
gave  the  plaintiffs  leave  to  amend.    The  plaintiffs  appealed  to  the 

(a)  See  next  page. 
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Lord  Chanfidlor  from  his  Honour's  order.  The  i^peal  was  heard         1846. 
before  Lord  Cottenham,  when  it  did  not  occor  to  any  one  to  ^^     ' 
ii^gest  that  there  could  be  no  appeal  from  such  an  order. 

In  Lidhetter  ▼.  Lomg,  4  Mjl.  &  Cr.  288,  the  Vice-ChanceUor 
having  allowed  a  demorrer  beouise  a  lessor  was  not  a  party,  but 
leave  haying  been  given  to  amend,  the  plaintiff  undertaking  to 
tmend  vrithin  three  weeks,  there  was  an  appeal  from  the  order. 
Upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal  before  Lord  Cottenham  a  pre- 
liminary objeetion  was  taken  that  the  plaintiff,  having  acquiesced 
m  the  Yioe-Chanoellor's  order  by  undertaking  to  amend  his  bill, 
could  not  afterwards  appeal.  Lord  Cottenham  overruled  the 
objection. 

In  this  case  there  was  not,  anymore  than  in Lumaden  v.  Fraser, 
«sy  soggestion  that  there  could  be  no  appeal  from  an  order  simply 
allowing  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties.  But  it  seems  to  have 
been  thought,  that  the  undertaking  to  amend  within  three  weeks 
WIS  an  aeqoieseence  in  the  order,  and  although  there  might  in 
genenl  be  an  appeal  firom  such  an  order,  yet  that  the  under- 
taUog  introduced  a  new  element  and  precluded  an  appeal. 

Mr.  Daniell,  after  stating  that  an  order  made  at  the  hearing  for 
tbe  erase  to  stand  over  wilh  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  add  parties 
itcooaidered  aa  an  order  made  by  consent,  and  cannot  be  appealed 
from  (see  before,  page  42,),  adds  (vol.  3,  p.  98,  1st  ed.,  vol.  2,  p. 
1331, 2Dd  ed.)  that  this  rule,  however,  does  not  apply  to  cases 
'^  whieh  iqpon  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties  the  demurrer  is 
*Boied,  with  Hbarfy  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend,  and  that  in  such 
cttct  the  j^aintiff,  by  acquiescing  in  the  undertaking  to  amend, 
does  not  preclude  his  right  of  appeal,  and  he  cites  in  the  note  the 
<bove  case  of  Lidbetter  v.  Long. 

But  it  must  be  ingenuity  of  an  extraordinary  kind,  which  can 
discover  any  substantial  distinction  in  principle  between  such  an 
<^  and  one  made  up<m  the  hearing  of  a  cause  (a). 


(a)  It  is  proper  here  to  mention 
^  aD  criticiBm,  and  still  more 
in  ceoaiire  of  that  part  of  Mr. 
l^idl'a  Treatise  which  is  cited 
sboTe,and  in  a  former  page,  al- 
^M)Qgb  such  part  of  the  TVeatise 
bss  given  occasion  to  so  long  a 
conuDeDtary,  is  altogether  foreign 
to  tbe  reporter's  design.  Mr. 
l^s&iell  has  incorporated  in  his 


text  what  he  found  reported  by 
Mr.  Cox ;  and  this  is  here  made 
the  subject  of  observation,  in 
consequence  of  its  having  as- 
sumed the  form  of  a  general 
rule,  applicable  to  existing  prac- 
tice, in  a  book  very  ably  written, 
and  very  highly  and  deservedly 
esteemed. 


k2 
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1846.  It  matters  not  whether  the  suit  he  found  deficient  npon  the 

Watts  r  argument  of  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  or  upon  an  objection 

Load  Eolin-     taken  at  the  hearing  for  want  of  parties.    The  result  to  the 

plaintiff  is  simihir.  In  the  first  case  there  is  leave  to  amend  by 
adding  parties,  and  in  the  last  case  the  cause  stands  over  with 
like  leave  to  amend  the  bill  by  adding  parties,  and  to  bring  on 
the  cause  i^ain ;  unless,  indeed,  the  suit  be  plainly  such  that  the 
plaintiff  could  have  no  relief  supposing  the  absent  parties  to  be 
amongst  the  defendants.  In  the  case  of  such  a  suit  the  bill 
would  be  equally  dbnussed,  whether  the  defect  of  parties  were 
brought  forward  by  demurrer,  or  by  objection  at  the  hearing.  It 
is  seldom,  however,  that  the  Court  can  see  clearly  npon  the 
argument  of  the  question  of  parties  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  equity, 
and  the  usual  course  therefore  is,  both  upon  demurrer  and  objec- 
tion taken  at  the  hearing,  to  give  liberty  to  amend. 

If  it  be  said  that  in  the  case  of  the  allowance  of  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  parties  a  plaintiff  is,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court  long  established,  entitled  to  have  Hberty  to  amend  by  adding 
parties,  with  the  exception  already  mentioned,  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  it  has  been  shown  (see  before,  pages  48 — 50,)  that  in  the 
case  of  the  allowance  of  an  objection  for  want  of  parties  at  the 
hearing  a  plaintiff  is  in  like  manner,  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  Court  established  more  than  a  century  ago,  entitled  to  have 
his  cause  stand  over  with  Uberty  to  amend  by  adding  parties,  of 
course  with  the  same  exception.  Sir  Anthony  Hart  has  said,  with 
reference  to  the  change  of  practice,  which  took  place  upon  the 
reversal  of  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll's  decree  either  by  Lord  Macclesfield 
or  Lord  King,  and  that  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  by  the  House 
of  Lords,  that  the  Court  can  no  longer  upon  objection  taken  at 
the  hearing  dismiss  a  bill  for  want  of  parties.  Now  there  may 
be  an  appeal  from  an  order  allowing  a  demurrer  for  want  of  par- 
ties with  leave  to  amend  by  adding  parties.  Does  it  not  follow, 
therefore,  that  there  may  be  an  appeal  from  an  order  allowing 
an  objection  at  the  hearing  for  want  of  parties,  but  directing 
that  the  cause  shall  stand  over  with  leave  to  amend  bj  adding 
parties? 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  rule  was  that  a  plaintiff  dissatisfied 
with  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  the  want  of  parties  must 
decline  the  liberty  to  amend  and  to  bring  on  his  cause  again,  but 
must  let  his  bill  be  dismissed  and  then  appeal  from  the  order  of 
dismissal  (see  before,  page  42,),  what  is  to  be  the  result  of  an 
affirmation  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  the  order  of  the  Court 
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below  ?     Mast  not  his  Lordship  in  such  a  case  give  the  plaintiff         1846. 

liberty  to  amend  by  adding  parties  ?  and  if  that  be  so  why  should  Watts  » 

a  plaintiff  be  exposed  to  the  disastrous  consequences  that  may.  Load  Eolin- 

and  often  wiU,  ensue  from  the  order  dismissing  his  suit  with  costs  ?  '^^' 

In  most  cases  the  taxation  of  the  costs  takes  place,  and  the  time 

for  payment  arrives,  long  before  a  suit   can  be  heard  upon 

appeal. 

Other  reasons  might  be  urged  for  not  depriving  a  plaintiff  of 
the  right  to  i^peal  firom  an  order,  made  upon  an  objection  taken 
at  the  hearing,  giving  leave  to  amend  by  adding  parties.  But  the 
foregoing  will  suffice. 


*^  «^    .  .  ^  -^  «^  1846. 

RE  MOLE.  July  15. 

Rk  Molk. 

Mb.  Faber  stated  that  there  was  an  impression  prevalent  TheVice-Chan- 
iB  the  profession  that  since  the  passing:  of  the  Act  for  con-  ?*^!^"_5?^® 

f  ^  .  junsdiction 

solidating  and  amending  the  Law  relating  to  Attorneys  and  under  Lord 
Solicitors  (6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73)  petitions  for  the  delivery  Act^npe- 
and  taxation  of  bills  of  costs  could  only  be  presented  to  the  ^j*!?***  ^^^  ^}^ 

,         delivery  and 

Ix>rd  Chancellor  or  Master  of  the  Rolls;  and  the  Vice-  taxation  of  bills 
Chancellor  of  England  had  in  consequence  declined  in  this  ^  ^^ 
matter  to  interfere,  until  his  Lordship  should  have  expressed 
an  opinion  that  he  possessed  jurisdiction. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  having  referred  to  Lord  Langdale''s 
Act  and  to  the  two  Acts  creating  the  Vice-Chancellors, 
53  Geo.  in.  c.  24*,  and  5  Vict.  c.  5,  said  he  could  not 
^tertam  any  doubt  that  his  Honour  had  full  jurisdiction 
U)  hear  the  petition  (a). 

(a)  See  Re  Carew,  8  Beav.  128. 
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Watsoni,.  WATSON  V.  PARKER,  OSWALD,  AND 

Parker.  OTHERS. 

A  creditor  by  Trb  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the 
S^s^ed^bt  other  creditors  of  Thomas  Shipman  deceased.  It  stated 
in  order  to  let    ^hi^t  in  1811  a  marriage  took  place  between  the  defendant 

m  his  own  tes- 

timony  in  sup-  Oswald  and  Sarah  Simson,  and  that  shortly  after  the  mar- 
^Decree  in  a  ™gG  ^^  indenture  dated  20th  August,  1811,  was  made 
suit  by  a  credit-  between  Shipman  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendant  Oswald 

or,  directing  *^  ^  , 

inquiries  as  to  and  his  wife  of  the  other  part,  and  which  was  duly  signed, 
vmed,  anTbiii  sealed,  and  delivered  by  Shipman;  and  that  by  such  indenture, 
'***^*^h^'^  *  after  reciting  the  marriage,  and  that  Shipman  previous  to  the 
ISo^.^"^^  marriage  promised  and  agreed  that  in  case  the  marriage 
Question  of  should  take  place  he  would  make  a  provision  for  Sarah 
of^a^'^^^Sw^"^  Oswald  and  the  issue  of  such  marriage  (a) :  In  consider- 
giving  secon-     ation  of  such  marriage  and  for  the  better  confirming  such  pro< 

dflfv  evidence 

of  a  deed,  pre-  mise  and  engagementi  and  for  making  and  securing  a  settle- 
^"^o*8uffi-  ™®'^*'  *^^  provision  for  Sarah  Oswald  and  the  issue  of  the 
dent  proof  that  marri^e,  and  in  consideration  of  ten  shillings,  Shipman  for 
not  forthcom-  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  did  promise 
IbS'^to^  ^d  fff^  ^*  ^"^  defendant  Oswald  and  his  wife  and  the 
to  its  execution  survivor  of  them,  his,  and  her  executors  and  administrators, 

were  not  pro-  , 

duceable.  that  he  Shipman  would  by  settlement  in  his  lifetime  or  by  his 

will,  give  and  appoint  to  defendant  Oswald,  and  his  wife,  and 
the  two  other  persons  named  in  the  deed,  or  to  some  other 
persons  to  be  named  by  Shipman,  the  sum  of  <f  3,000  Navy  6 
perCent.  Annuities,  which  should  remain  upon  trust  for  Sarah 
Oswald  for  life,  remainder  to  defendant  Oswald  for  life, 
remainder  for  the  benefit  of  children  of  the  marriage:  but 
if  there  were  no  such  children,  or  being  such,  no  child  should 
attain  twenty-one,  then  upon  trust  for  the  survivor  of  the 
defendant  Oswald  and  his  wife.  That  there  was  one  child 
only  of  the  marriage,  who  died  an  infant.  That  Sarah  Oswald 
died  in  July,  1813,  and  that  defendant  Oswald  thereupon 

(a)  It  was  not  suggested   that  the  promise  and  agreement  here 
recited  were  in  writing. 
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became  absolutely  entitled  to  the  £3,000  Navy  6  per  Cents.        ^^ 

80  eoyenanted  to  be  settled.   That  Shipman  made  his  wiU,  Watson  v. 

dated  4th  May,  1839,  and  the  other  defendants  were  his  ^'"''"'■^ 

trosteeB  and  executors  and  persons  beneficially  entitled  to 

his  real  estates.    That  he  died  in  March,  1842,  without 

having  performed  the  above  covenant  either  by  settlement 

or  by  will.   That  defendant  Oswald  was  his  specialty  creditor 

for  the  sum  of  ^3,150  New  3|  per  Cent.  Annuities,  such 

sum  being  equal  to  £3,000  Navy  5  per  Cents.     That  by  an 

indenture  dated  Dec.  1842,  made  between  defendant  Oswald 

of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  and 

executed  by  defendant  Oswald,  the  latter  for  divers  good 

eaoses  and  ocmsiderations  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 

£3,150  New  Si  per  Cents,  for  his  own  absolute  benefit. 

That  the  indenture  of  the  20th  August,  1811,  was  some 

time  after  the  execution  thereof,  in  consequence  of  a  letter 

written  by  Shipman  to  defendant  Oswald,  lent  to  Shipman,  and 

remained  in  his  possession,  and  the  same  came  into  the  pos- 

86881011  of  the  defendants  his  executors  upon  his  death.     The 

pnyer  of  the  bill  was  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the 

plaintiff  and  the  other  unsatisfied  creditors  of  Shipman,  and 

^  for  the  other  accounts,  and  for  the  relief,  usual  in  a 

creditor's  suit,  A  demurrer  to  the  bill  had  been  put  in,  but 

was  overruled  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (a).    The  defend- 

SDte  the  executors  by  their  answer  denied  that  the  deed  of 

August,  1811  had  ever  come  into  their  possession. 

The  defendant  Oswald  was  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  gave  secondary  evidence  of  the  deed  of  August, 
1811.  He  was  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the  other 
defendants  as  to  his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  suit,  and 
at  great  length  on  all  the  points  raised  by  it  (&). 

(a)  Wats(m  V.  ParheTf  6  Bea.  he  has  an  interest ;  and  yet  it  may 

283.  turn  out  after  all,  that  at  the  time, 

^'      (6)  A  witneaa  may  be  a  defend-  of  his  examination  he  had  no  in- 

ant,  and  the  pleadings  may  show  terest  whatever.    The  rule,  there- 


■criti  it  BO  wihring  of  objection  to  com- 
sey,  ahboDgfa  the  witness  be  a  defendant, 
AepleM&igs  show  he  has  an  interest. 
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1846.  Two  of  the  witnesses  examined  for  the  plaintiff  were 

Watson  v.        Beriah  Drew  and  George  Drew.     These  witnesses  proved, 
Parksr.  amongst  other  matters,  an  exhibit  A .  purporting  to  be  a  draft 

of  the  deed  of  the  20th  August,  1811,  prepared  by  their 
deceased  father  Beriah  Drew,  with  alterations  in  Shipman'*s 
handwriting ;  an  exhibit  B.  being  a  ledger  containing  the 
charges  of  the  said  Beriah  Drew  for  the  said  deed ;  an 
exhibit  C,  being  a  day  book  containing  an  entry  by  the  said 
Beriah  Drew  of  the  attending,  reading  over,  and  attesting 
the  execution  of  the  said  deed ;  an  exhibit  D.  being  the  bill 
of  costs  for  the  said  settlement;  and  an  exhibit  E.  being  a 
receipt  for  the  amount,  12/.  lis.  6d.  Other  witnesses 
proved  an  exhibit  F.  being  a  letter  from  Shipman  to  the 
defendant  Oswald,  and  an  exhibit  BB.  being  a  notice  for  the 
production  of  the  deed  of  August,  1811.  According  to  the 
evidence  of  some  of  the  witnesses  there  had  been  some 
search  for  the  deed  of  August,  1811,  and  there  was  a  sug- 
gestion that  it  was  lost,  but  there  was  no  sufficient  proof 
that  it  was  not  forthcoming.  The  witnesses  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed,  too,  were  not  examined,  and  there  was  no 
sufficient  proof  that  they  might  not  be  produced. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Vice-chancellor 
Knight  Bruce  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1845,  when 
upon  debate  of  the  matter  and  hearing  the  answers  of  the 
several  defendants ;  an  exhibit  marked  B.  being  the  ledger 
of  Messrs.  Drew  and  Son,  page  546 ;  an  exhibit  marked  C. 
being  a  day  book  of  Messrs.  Drew  and  Son,  9th  September, 
1811;  an  exhibit  marked  D.  being  Mr.  Beriah  Drew's  bill 
of  costs  against  Mr.  Thomas  Shipman ;  an  exhibit  marked  E. 
being  a  receipt  of  Mr.  Beriah  Drew,  junior,  for  12/.  lis.  6rf. 
the  amount  of  the  said  account  dated  2nd  June,  1813 ;  an 
exhibit  marked  F.  being  a  letter  from  Mr.  Thomas  Shipman 
to  Mr.  Thomas  Oswald,  dated  Wednesday  morning, — [here 

fore,  that  cross- examination  as  to      plies    there.       Turner   v.  Adam^ 
the  merits  is  no  waiver  of  an  ob-      V.  C.  November,  1822. 
jection  to  competency  equally  ap- 
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some  immaterial  exhibits  are  enumerated  (a) ;]  an  exhibit        l^^^* 
marked  BB.  being  a  notice  from  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  Watson  v, 
the  executors  of  Shipman,  and  their  solicitors  or  agents,  to  ^^^^^^ 
produce  before  the  examiner  the  original  deed  of  the  20th 
Ai^ust,  1811 ;  and  the  proofe  taken  in  the  cause  read ;  and 
what  was  alleged  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides : — ^And  all  the 
defendants  except  the  defendant  Oswald,  by  their  counsel 
objecting  to  the  evidence  of  the  said  defendant,  Oswald, 
being  received,  and  also  objecting  to   a  certain  exhibit 
marked  with  the  letter  A.  purporting  to  be  a  draft  of  a  deed 
bdDg  read,  the  Court  did  reject  the  evidence  of  the  said 
other  defendant,  Oswald,  and  did  also  reject  for  the  present 
the  said  exhibit  A.  as  evidence,  without  prejudice  to  any 
question  whether  the  same  should,  or  should  not,  thereafter 
be  admitted  as  evidence,  and  such  rejection  of  the  said 
exhibit  marked  A.  was  not  to  preclude  any  party  tender- 
ing the  same  as  evidence  before  the  Master  to  whom  this 
cause  should  be  referred,  or  the  said  Master  from  receiving 
the  same,  if  the  same  should  in  the  said  Master^s  judgment 
be  made  evidence  before  him  (b).      And  it  was  ordered 


(a)  The  titles  of  some  of  the 
other  exhibits  might,  in  the  report- 
er*!  o^mon,  have  been  omitted, 
^  niention  of  them  not  being 
"^^ccjsary 'for  understanding  the 
j^iment.  They  are  inserted  in 
c(}<^aence  of  an  observation 
toocbing  the  case,  which  has 
duaced  to  be  communicated  to 


j*^     (^)  There  was  a  good  deal  of 
ItdUti  ^'KuowQt  upon  the  preceding  part 
Biiepoii.^  ^  decree,  and  which  drew 
hii^  someobaeryations  from  the  Court. 
_^       fiat  there  must  have  been  much 
fflaccuracy  in  the  copy  of  the  de- 
cree vith  which  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor was  furnished ;    as,  upon 
reference  to  the  Registrar's  Book, 
^  part  of  the  decree  appears  to 
^e  free  firom  all  the  defects  that 


were  suggested:  unless,  indeed, 
any  inconsistency  can  be  disco- 
vered— ^the  proofs,  as  it  was  said, 
being  stated  to  be  read,  without 
any  exception,  and  yet  immediately 
afterwards  the  evidence  of  the  de- 
fendant Oswald  being  rejected. 

It  will  be  found,  as  the  reporter 
believes,  that  it  has  not  hitherto 
been  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  that  the  decree  should 
notice  the  rejection  either  of  ex- 
hibits or  depositions.  Theregistrar 
makes  a  note  in  his  book  that  a 
document  or  deposition  has  been 
tendered  in  evidence  and  not  ad- 
mitted: but  the  decree  itself  is 
silent  on  the  subject.  Many 
reasons  will,  however,  suggest 
themselves  to  the  minds  of  those 
conversant  with   Chancery  pro- 


Pa***** 


**^'  Jlte  Court  *«J»J*  ^eVi     ^'      a  ^^  *^  tn«r  lt»i«5h' 

7tbeaepo«t^?^*^cbeque»  **     practice  of  t^!*^  note  »»  " 

^^/rrtto'h-^ik^t  be  ob«er..a.;^*^^ter^ 

WeA  «~"^  decree,  ot  *•»  ^^  .ppAy  ^t      ^.  ««w« 

Chancery.    ^,^Wy  apec*^  to  tVie  ?•«««*  ^lidxtbeP^^ 

*>^  •*^rl^'^^'''*£l  thedeCenda^-;^    rtolt*»« 

•^^  ^"^1  eJort.^''!.W     ^^-^'  ^Z^Z^-^^'l 
tion  be  •^rie  Court  of  ^«^     dwcovered  ot         ^,0  ih« 

c«y;'r^b?re.bVbVtorde 
evidence, ««» 
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Mis.  Oswald  **  in  the  said  exhibit  D.  was  executed  by  the        ^^^-    ^ 

aid  testator,  and  was  his  deed,  the  same  was  then  in  Watson  v. 

existence,  and  if  in  existence  in  whose  custody,  possession,    ^^^^ 

or  power  the  same  then  was,  and  whether  the  same  was 

lost  or  mishiid,  and  the  said  Master  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 

state  any  circumstances  specially  with   regard   to   such 

instrument.    And  if  the  said  Master  should  find  that  the 

instrument  called  the  '^deed  of  gift  to  Mrs.  Oswald"  in  the 

add  exhibit  D.  was  executed  by  the  said  testator,  and  was 

his  deed^  and  was  not  in  the  custody,  possession,  or  power 

of  any  party  to  the  suit,  and  had  been  lost  or  mislaid  and 

was  not  forthcoming,  then  the  said  Master  was  to  inquire 

and  state  what  were  the  purport  and  effect  of  the  said 

deed. — Usual  order  for  the  parties  to  produce  deeds  and 

papers,  and  for  their  examination. — ^And  any  of  the  parties  Diiectioii  that 

tothe  suit  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  examine  Beriah  Drew  JJj*^[^^^ 

and  Oeorge  Drew,  already  examined  as  witnesses  in  the  witnesies  as  to 

,  matters,  res- 

canse  before  the  said  Master,  except  as  to  any  matters  to  pecting  which 
whidi  they  had  been  already  examined  (a) ;  the  interro-  IJj^y  ex!^'' 

amined. 

Bidieqner  offers  a  pattern  which  Thia  matter  waa  therefore  to  be 

le  ihaU  do  wdl  to  copy.  judged  of  by  the  Matter,  and  if 

(ff)  See  Lord  Bathoraf  a  order  hia  judgment  ia  erroneoua  you 

a  Bnmmmg  y.  Bartcn,  3  Dick,  might  then  come  to  the  Court  to 

508.  Ia  Vaugham  y,  Uoyd,  1  Cox,  have  it  rectified. 

314,  Lord  Thurlow  declined  to         In  ExnoUy  v.  Adami,  1  M.  &  K. 

feOow  the  precedent  afforded  by  545,  Sir  John  Leach  aaid  the 

Brmmng  y.  Bartcn,  and  aaid  he  order  for  the  re-examination  of  a 

vonld  not  inaert  in  the  order  any  witness,  before  the  Maater,  waa  in 

liirsction  that  the  witneaaea  ahonld  general  accompanied  with  a  direc- 

Bot  be  examined  on  the  aame  tion,  that  he  shall  not  be  examined 

poiata,  for  the  Maater  would  take  upon  any  points,  with  respect  to 

an  oi  that.     Hia   Lordahip'a  which  he  has  been  previously  ez- 

faaaon  waa,  that  auppoaing  the  amined  in  the  cause.    The  inaer- 

vitneaa  had  been  examined  in  the  tion  of  auch  a  direction  appears, 

cause  on  a  more  general  interrog-  notwithstanding  the  decision  of 

atory,  under  which  he  might  have  Lord  Thurlow,  not  only  expedient, 

depoaed  to  the  point  req[uired,  but  but,  aa  Sir  John  Leach  stated,  in 

did  not,  and  a  more  particular  conformity  with  the  present  prac- 

interrogatory  waa   exhibited   to  tice  of  the  Court.    See  the  form 

get  at  hia  teatimony,  the  Master  of  the  order  in  Purcell  v.  M*Na- 

would  do  right  in  admitting  it.  mora,  17  Ves.  434,  and  Smith  v. 
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gatories  for  the  examination  of  the  said  Beiiah  Drew  and 
George  Drew  to  be  settled  by  the  said  Master  (a).  Further 
directions  and  costs  reserved.     Liberty  to  apply. 

From  this  decree  all  the  defendants,  except  the  defend- 
ant, Oswald,  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


Question  as  to 
right  of  a  party, 
without  leave 
of  the  Court,  to 
examine  before 
the  Master 
upon  interroga* 
tones  settled  by 
his  counsel,  a 
witness  whom 
his  adyersary 
has  examined 
prior  to  the 
hearing. 


Graham,  2  Swan.  264.  The  order 
in  Whitaker  v.  Wright,  2  Hare, 
32 1  &  325,  seems  to  have  contained 
a  similar  direction. 

(a)  It  may  be  worth  while  to  re- 
mark that  this  part  of  the  decree 
comprehends  the  defendants,  al- 
though they  were  not  the  parties 
on  whose  behalf  Beriah  Drew 
and  George  Drew  were  examined. 
It  may  admit  of  doubt  whether 
the  defendants  were  not  entitled 
to  examine  these  witnesses  with- 
out any  order,  and  to  use  interrog- 
atories not  settled  by  the  Master, 
but  by  their  own  counsel. 

In  Metford  v.  Peters,  8  Sim. 
630,  the  Vice-Chancellor  said  his 
impression  was,  that  the  rule  only 
was  that  a  witness,  who  has  been 
examined  on  one  side  before  the 
hearing,  cannot  be  examined  on 
the  same  side  after  the  hearing, 
without  a  special  order  for  that 
purpose.  The  witness  was  not 
called  for  the  purpose  of  mending 
his  evidence  given  before  the  hear- 
ing; and  if  he  did  mend  it,  he 
was  adverse  to  the  party  who 
called  him. 

'  The  rule,  that  a  party  may 
without  order  examine  before 
the  Master  a  witness  examined 
by  his  adversary  prior  to  the  hear- 
ing, seems  to  be  implied  by  the 
language  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  in  England  v.  Dovmes,  6 
Bea.  281.  It  is  true  his  Lordship 
was  of  opinion,  that  in  that  case 
the  defendant  ought  to  have  ob- 


tained the  leave  of  the  Court  for 
the  re-examination  of  the  witness, 
as  in  truth  the  witness  had  already 
been  examined  by  the  defendant 
himself.  He  had  been  cross-ex- 
amined by  the  defendant,  but  the 
points  to  which  he  was  cross-ex- 
amined did  not  arise  out  of  his 
examination  in  chief.  It  was  only 
nominally  a  cross-examination. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  observed, 
the  defendant  said  that  the  wit- 
ness had  not  been  examined  on 
his  side,  and  that  he  was  merely 
cross-examined.  It  was  not,  how- 
ever, cross-examination  upon  the 
matters  to  which  the  pluntiff  had 
examined  the  witnesses,  but  was 
a  direct  examination  in  chief, 
though  under  interrogatories 
which  were  nominally  cross  in- 
terrogatories. It  was  a  direct 
examination  in  chief  of  the  wit- 
ness by  the  defendant,  to  establish 
his  own  case,  as  alleged  by  the 
answer;  and  that  being  so,  he 
was  of  opinion,  according  to  the 
ordinary  rules  and  practice  of  the 
Court,  not  that  the  witness  was 
excluded,  but  that  the  Master  was 
not  at  liberty  to  examine  the  wit- 
ness or  to  receive  his  further  evi« 
dence  without  the  leave  of  the 
Court. 

Vice-Chancellor  Wigram,  in 
Whitaker  v.  Wright,  2  Hare,  323, 
said  that  the  rule,  which  pro- 
hibits the  re-examination  of  a  wit- 
ness after  decree  to  the  same  mat- 
ter to  which  he  was  examined 
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Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  C.  Hall^  the  counsel  for  the  plain-        1B46. 


ti&  the  respondents,  opened  the  case  (the  appeal  being  from  Watsok  v. 
the  whole  decree)  (a)  and  submitted  that  the  evidence  justi-  ^^*"*' 
fied  the  inquiry  directed  by  the  decree,  and  they  proposed  to 
read  the  depositions  of  the  defendant  Oswald,  and  the  draft 
of  the  deed  of  August,  1811,  which  evidence  had  been  re- 
jected in  the  Court  below  (b) ;  and  it  being  suggested  that 
secondary  evidence  of  the  deed  could  not  be  read  by  reason 


t» 


before  the  decree,  does  not  apply 
where  the  witness  is  called  after 
the  hearing,  not  by  the  same  party 
who  examined  him  before  the 
hearing,  but  by  the  opposite 
party,  and  he  cited  Mefford  v. 
Peters. 

(a)  See  post,  "Right  to  begin. 

(b)  An  appeal  of  a  party  from 
the  whole  decree,  made  on  the 

■"-  original  hearing,  is  a  general  re- 
hearing  of  the  cause,  and  if  his 
tmi  adversary  be  dissatisfied  with  the 
^  natore  or  quantity  of  relief,  he  may 
require  that  the  same  should  be 
varied  or  extended.  The  decree 
it  opened  for  the  respondent  as 
wen  as  for  the  appellant.  Smith  y. 
BJfmgham^  L.  C.  July,  1845. 

The  respondent  to  an  appeal 
from  part  of  an  original  decree 
may,  if  it  involve  questions  only 
]i0  between  himself  and  the  appellant, 
I  msist  upon  the  whole  case  being 
^  treated  as  if  it  had  never  been 
ji^  beard  at  all.  But  if  he  chooses 
SDt  to  do  this  he  communicates  the 
^  same  privilege  to  the  appellant, 
,  who  is  no  longer  confined  to  the 
specific  points,  which  he  has  made 
"^  the  subject  of  his  complaint  £x- 
.  perience,  it  is  said,  has  more  than 
ion  once  shown  this  to  be  a  dangerous 
^'  course  for  a  respondent  to  adopt. 
^  Atum.  L.  C.  Jan.  1822. 

Although  an  appeal  opens  the 


ee 
d 

re- 
t 

IS 

A. 


decree  for  the  appellant  and  re- 
spondent, yet  if  there  are  other 
parties  in  the  suit  it  does  not  ne- 
cessarily open  it  for  them.  The 
appeal  of  one  of  several  defend- 
ants, in  general,  opens  the  decree 
for  himself  and  the  plaintiff  only. 
The  other  defendants  not  joining 
in  the  appeal  are  not  permitted 
to  impugn  the  decree.  They  can 
only  be  heard  in  affirmation  of  it ; 
the  decree  may  be  reversed  and 
the  bill  dismissed  against  the  ap- 
peUant  for  reasons  of  which,  if 
they  had  thought  proper  to  be  co- 
petitioners,  they  also  might  pos- 
sibly have  availed  themselves, 
and  yet,  unless  in  a  very  plain 
case,  the  bill  will  be  retained 
against  them.  Tasker  v.  Small, 
L.  C.  January  and  November, 
1837. 

See  the  same  case,  1.  C.  P. 
Coop.  255,  where,  as  it  now  strikes 
the  reporter,  the  marginal  note 
"  that  the  defendants  could  have 
no  benefit  of  the  order  dismissing 
the  bill,  although  it  rendered  the 
decree  useless,"  is  more  in  accord- 
ance with  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  than  with  the  language 
of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  re- 
sult haying  been,  as  was  urged 
in  the  argument,  that  the  decree 
was  in  reality  useless  (the  reporter 
was  one  of  the  counsel  in  the 


Tatiery.SfmiUL 
Distinction 
where  the  ap- 
peal is  by  one 
of  several  de- 
fendants, and 
the  other  de- 
fendants do 
not  join  in  it. 


Remark  upon 
the  marginal 
note  in  the  re- 
port of  the 
case  ToMier  y. 
iSmall,  1  C. 
P.  Coop.  255. 
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that  there  was  no  proper  proof  that  the  deed  might  not  upon 
search  be  found,  they  referred  to  Cox  v.  AUingham  (a),  in 
which  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  there  being  no  proof  of  any 
search  having  been  made  for  the  deed,  and  the  loss  of  it  not 
being  established  so  as  to  make  secondary  evidence  admis- 
sible,  nevertheless  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  exhibit  an  in* 
terrogatory  as  to  the  loss  of  the  deed  and  the  search  made 
for  the  same. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  Steere^  for  the  defendants  the 
appellants,  observed  that  in  Cox  v.  AUingham  the  reason 
why  the  search  was  not  mentioned  in  the  depositions  was, 
that  through  the  mistake  of  counsel  the  interrogatory  did 
not  extend  to  it.  In  that  case,  too,  there  was  a  petition 
presented  by  the  plaintiff,  and  supported  by  an  affidavit, 
praying  for  leave  to  exhibit  an  interrogatory  for  the  further 
examination  of  the  witness  as  to  the  loss  of  the  original 
deed.  They  insisted  that  the  non-production  of  the  wit- 
nesses to  the  deed  was  unaccounted  for.  They  urged  that  if 
the  difficulty  arising  out  of  the  absence  of  proof  of  search 
and  loss  were  removed,  still  the  defendant  Oswald  was,  as 
had  been  determined  in  the  Court  below,  an  incompetent 
witness  by  reason  of  interest  (b).  That  he  had  manifestly 
assigned  the  debt  in  order  that  he  mig^t  be  examined  as  a 
witness  in  this  suit,  knowing  he  could  not  be  examined  in  an 


cause).  It  will  be  seen  that  all 
that  tbe  Lord  Chancellor  said 
was  that  he  did  not  feel  himself 
called  upon,  in  the  existing  state 
of  the  proceedings,  to  consider 
whether  the  decree  might  not 
still  be  prosecuted.  This  is  con- 
firmed from  a  reperusal  of  the 
manuscript  from  which  the  re- 
port was  drawn  up. 

(a)  Jac.  337. 

(b)  The  bill  was  filed  in  Janu- 
ary, 1843,  before  the  Act  6  &  7 
Vict.  c.  85,  for  improving  the  law 
of  evidence,  came  into  operation. 
By  that  Act  it  is  provided  that  in 


courts  of  equity  any  defendant 
to  any  cause  pending  in  any  such 
court  may  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
or  of  any  co-defendant  in  any 
such  cause,  saving  just  exceptions, 
and  that  any  interest,  which  such 
defendant  so  to  be  examined,  may 
have  in  the  matters,  or  any  of  the 
matters,  in  question  in  the  cause, 
shall  not  be  deemed  a  just  excep- 
tion to  the  testimony  of  such  de- 
fendant, but  shall  only  be  consi- 
dered as  affecting,  or  tending  to 
affect,  the  credit  of  such  defendant 
as  a  witness. 
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actioD,  as  at  law  he  must  be  the  plaintiff.    That  such  was  the         1846^^ 
motive  for  shifting  the  jurisdiction.  That  the  agreement  prior  Watsomv. 
to  the  marriage  recited  in  the  alleged  deed  being  by  parol,  ^^^^'^ 
eoold  not  have  been  enforced  against  Shipman  (a)y  and  there 
WIS  therefore  no  consideration  for  the  deed  of  August,  181 1, 
and  the  eov^aant  was  altogether  voluntary.    The  plaintiff 
deserved  no  more  favour  than  was  shown  in  Marten  v. 
Whicelo(b). 
Mr.  J.  H.  Hall  for  the  defendant  Oswald. 
The  Ix»d-Chancellob. — The  object  of  this  suit  is  to 
carry  into  effect  a  covenant  against  the  estate  of  the  cove- 
Duitori  by  which  he  covenanted  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 
mooey  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  &mily.    The  suit  is 
properly  enough  brought  here,  because  it  is  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  covenantor's  property  in  the  administration  of  his 
estate.    It  must  not  be  considered,  therefore,  that  the  par- 
ties come  here  merely  because  they  could  not  proceed  at 
law;  they  have  come  here  properly,  provided  they  have  a  debt 
soffident  to  support  the  bill.    The  peculiarity  of  the  case 
18)  that  the  party  entitled  to  sue  at  law,  provided  there  was 
any  such  covenant  as  alleged,  assigns  all  his  interest  in  the 
aobject  matter  to  another  person,  avowedly  for  the  purpose 
of  ooDiing  here  and  giving  his  own  testimony  in  support  of 
the  daim  he  has  made.    Now  that  that  may  have  been  often 
done  I  have  no  doubt,  but  I  never  saw  a  case  in  which  it 
was  80  distinctly  avowed,  and  the  course  adopted  was  so 
obrioQsly  for  that  particular  purpose — a  course  which  I 
think  the  Court  will  not  encourage.     At  the  same  time 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  party,  who  claims  imder  the 
assignment  of  an  obligation,  may  come  here  ;  although  he 
cannot,  as  plaintiff,  be  heard  at  law.    The  Court  sanctions 
suits  on  behalf  of  such  assignees,  and  is  therefore  open  to 
this  course  of  proceeding ;  but  still  it  is  for  the  Court  to 
ecmsider  whether  the  party  ought  to  take  any  benefit  from 
adopting  a  scheme  of  this  description.   In  bills  by  creditors, 

(a)  Stat.orFraud8,29thCha.n.         (5)  Cr.  &  Ph.  257. 
c.  3.  ••  4. 
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Pabkbb. 


^846.         seeking  for  payment  in  the  course  of  the  administration  of 
Watson  v,        an  estate,  the  Court  exercises  the  jurisdiction  as  incident 

to  the  account.  It  has  no  original  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
legal  debt.  A  creditor  comes  here  merely  on  account  of 
the  mode  in  which  the  debt,  if  it  exists,  is  to  be  paid.  The 
first  question  is,  what  is  the  debt  you  are  seeking  to  have 
paid  out  of  the  estate !  Where  there  is  a  difficulty  or 
doubt  about  the  debt,  before  the  Court  proceeds  to  adminis- 
ter the  estate,  it  is  in  the  habit  of  giving  the  parties  an 
opportunity  of  establishing  their  case  at  law.  There  being 
an  ulterior  equity  to  be  administered,  and  a  relief  to  be 
granted,  in  the  event  of  that  debt  being  established,  the 
Court  is  not  in  the  habit  of  precluding  the  party  from 
establishing  his  case  at  law — although  of  course  in  some 
cases  it  may  do  so.  The  effect  of  dismissing  the  bill  would, 
in  many  cases,  only  be  to  send  the  parties  to  law  to  establish 
their  debt,  and  to  bring  them  back  again  here  to  obtain 
payment  in  the  course  of  the  administration  of  the  estate. 
Oenerally  speaking  the  course  is,  where  there  is  a  doubt 
about  the  debt,  to  leave  the  parties  to  establish  their  case 
at  law,  and  afterwards  to  come  here  and  make  their  claim 
as  creditors  in  the  course  of  the  administration  of  the 
estate.  Certainly  there  is  very  little  proof  here  in  support 
of  the  plaintiff'*s  case,  as  the  bill  is  stated  in  the  petition  of 
appeal — but  I  have  not  seen  the  brief,  and  therefore  I  may 
be  mistaken  about  that ;  the  bill  as  stated  in  the  petition  of 
appeal  does  not  profess  to  proceed  on  the  ground  of  the 
deed  being  lost,  but  alleges  as  the  fact  that  the  deed  exists, 
and  exists  in  the  custody  of  the  defendants.  Therefore  it 
is  simply  a  bill  stated  to  be  founded  on  a  deed,  which  deed 
is  alleged  to  exist.  Then  when  the  plaintiff  comes  to  read 
his  evidence  about  the  deed,  it  is  not  produced.  No  account 
whatever  is  given  as  to  the  deed,  unless  I  could  take  the 
statement  of  some  of  the  witnesses  that  it  is  lost.  But  it 
is  quite  clear  that  no  proper  inquiry  was  made.  No  suffi- 
cient evidence  is  given  to  show  that  the  witnesses  to  the 
deed  cannot  be  produced,  nor  that  the  deed  itself  cannot  be 
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produced.    There  is  then  no  evidence  of  any  search  for  the         1846. 
deed ;  no  proof  of  its  being  lost ;  no  proof  of  its  having  Watson  v. 
been  executed,  because  the  persons,  alleged  to  be  the  at-  ^^**"*' 
testing  witnesses  to  the  deed,  are  not  produced,  nor  their 
absence  properly  accounted  for.     The  only  question  I  have 
to  decide  is  whether  I  should  dismiss  this  bill,  or  do  that, 
which  I  apprehend  would  be  equivalent  to  it  in  the  present 
state  of  circumstances,  namely,  retain  the  bill  for  a  year, 
with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring  such  action  at  law  as 
he  may  be  advised.     The  probability  is  that  it  would  come 
to  the  same  result.     The  only  other  course  I  can  take  is  to 
do  that,  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  thought  it  right  to  do, 
oamely,  to  direct  inquiries.     TKe  effect  of  adopting  that 
coune  would  be  to  give  the  party  the  benefit  of  the  scheme 
of  the  assignment,  and  to  let  in  his  own  testimony.    I  do  not 
think  it  is  a  proper  thing  to  encourage  a  practice  of  that 
sort,  particularly  where  the  plaintiff's  case  is  founded  on  a 
legal  demand.     I  therefore  think  that  the  right  course  will 
be  to  retain  the  bill  for  a  year,  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff 
to  bring  an  action  to  establish  his  debt  if  he  can.     That  of 
coarse  would  supersede  all  the  operative  part  of  the  decree. 
Bot  I  should  wish  that  the  part  of  the  decree  as  to  the 
^688,  the  defendant  Oswald,  should  not  stand :  because 
the  cause  has  not  been  brought  into  a  state,  in  which  the 
competency  of  that  witness  is  in  question.     The  view  I 
take  of  the  case  is,  before  you  could  tender  that  witness  in 
order  to  give  secondary  evidence,  you  must  prove  that  the 
deed  is  not  forthcoming,  and  that  the  witnesses  to  the  deed 
^  not  produceable ;  and  as  the  case  has  failed  in  that  pre- 
liminary step,  the  time  has  never  arrived  in  which  the  evi- 
dence of  that  witness  ought  regularly  to  be  tendered; 
therefore  no  question,  properly  speaking,  has  arisen  before 
me  as  to  the  competency  of  that  witness,  my  opinion  being 
that  the  case  never  got  far  enough  to  make  it  competent  to 
the  plamtiff  to  tender  that  witness ;   therefore  I  think  that 
pvt  of  the  decree  ought  to  be  omitted.     The  case  stands 
<^er  with  liberty  to  bring  an  action. 
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1846.  In  the  foregoing  case  may  it  not  be  thought  that  a  difficulty 

Watson  r.  ^^^  arise,  even  supposing  damages  shall  be  recovered  at  law  to 

Parker.  the  amount  of  the  covenant  ?     The  debt  must  notwithstanding  be 

Creditor,  whose  considered  by  the  Court  as  voluntary,  and  consequently  only 

Ury  filing  a  bill  P^J*^^^^  ^^^  of  Shipman*s  assets,  after  all  his  debts  by  simple 
on  behalf  of  contract  are  paid.  Will  it  be  consistent  with  our  system  of 
othw  crSft*^    pleading  to  permit  a  plaintiff,  who  in  equity  is  regarded  as  no 

creditor  at  all,  to  make  his  claim  the  foundation  of  a  suit  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  all  other  creditors  ?  What  has  a  voluntary  cove* 
nantee  more  than  a  legatee  in  common  with  creditors  for  value  ? 
Lamas  v.  Wright,  2  M.  &  K.  769,  was  not  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  all  other  creditors :  the  same  remark  applies  to  Clougk 
V,  Lambert,  10  Sim.  174,  and  to  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  4  Hare,  Q7. 
Perhaps  there  is  no  part  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  in  a  less 
satisfactory  state  than  that,  which  regulates  its  interference  with 
regard  to  voluntary  instruments.  The  old  authorities  on  the 
subject  are  embarrassing  enough,  and  the  difficulty  occasioned  by 
them  has  been  not  a  little  augmented  by  some  recent  decisions. 
In  the  confusion  that  prevails,  will  it  help  to  restore  order  if  a 
voluntary  creditor  be  allowed  to  sustain  a  suit  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  all  other  creditors  ? 


Right  to  begin.  Although  in  form  the  defendants  appeal  from  part  only  of  the 

'e^^Uv'  decree,  yet  in  substance  they  impeach  the  whole  of  it.     The 

The  defendant  practice  of  the  Court  in  such  a  case  is  that  the  plaintiff's  counsel 

appcalmgin  ^^^\  feegin.     Tulloch  v.  Hartley,  L.  C.  Jan.  1845.     See  also 

BUDstance  from  _             ^_        ».  ^  •»«■    o  -Kr    rn#v 

the  whole  ^^*  ^*  NuttaU,  2  M.  &  K.  819. 

decree.  


Right  to  begin.  As  the  right  to  begin  almost  always  draws  after  it  the  right  to 
uDo**  ?*  t^^°  reply,  the  rules  regulating  it  are  no  unimportant  part  of  the 
for  want  of  practice,  although  there  is  not  much  in  our  books  upon  the 
parties.  subject.    It  is  plainly  very  desirable  that  these  rules  should  not  be 

laid  down  without  regard  to  some  principle.  For  although  the 
justness  or  expediency  of  a  principle  often  admits  of  question,  yet 
a  bad  principle  is  not  unfrequently  preferable  to  the  want  of  a 
uniform  application  of  a  good  one ;  especially  in  matters  of  pro- 
cedure. The  practitioner  is  embarrassed  and  finds  it  impossible 
to  predicate  what  is  the  rule  in  one  case,  from  a  knowledge  of 
what  it  is  in  another  case,  although  altogether  analogous. 

In  the  case  of  demurrers  and  pleas,  whether  they  relate  to  the 
form  of  the  suit,  the  person  of  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or  the 
subject  of  litigation,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  opens  the  pleadings 
(a  course  which  the  reporter  has  seldom  known  to  be  adopted 
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daring  the  last  twenty  jean,  except  where  the  counsel  insbting         1846. 
npon  it  haye  not  read  their  briefs)  ;  but  the  counsel  for  the  defen-  ^ 
dant  demurring,  or  pleading,  begins.     So  where  there  are  excep-  Parkir. 
tioDs  to  the  report  or  certificate  of  the  Master  upon  any  of  the 
many  and  yarious  matters  respecting  which  he  is  required  to  exer- 
cise 1  judgment,  or  there  is  a  petition  in  the  nature  of  such 
exceptions.    But  where  under  the  new  orders  a  cause  is  set  down 
for  argument  upon  an  objection  for  want  of  parties,  it  has  been 
determined  by  one  branch  of  the  Court  that  the  plaintiff  shall 
begm.    See  Bradstock  y.  Whatley,  6  Beay.  451.     This  is  the 
more  remarkable,  because,  when  a  cause  is  regularly  brought  to  a 
bearing,  the  defendant's  coimsel,  objecting  that  it  is  defectiye  for 
wiQt  of  parties,  always  begins.     In  Ireland,  (the  39th  of  out 
Genend  Orders  of  August,  1841,  is  the  47  th  of  the  Irish  General 
Orders  of  March,  1843,)  Sir  Edward  Sugden  has  established  a 
pnu^ce  more  conformable  with  the  principle,  which  regulates  the 
right  to  begin,  in  other  similar  cases. — See  Galway  y.  Graydon, 
1  Jones  &  Latouche,  526. 


It  most  be  remarked  that  the  decision  in  the  matter  of  Baria-  Right  to  begin. 

^*U  lunatic,  1  Phill.  442,  is  at  variance  with  the  rule,  that  the  Petition  in  the 
^..^  .  ^.  .        .       ,  -  ,  ,      nature  of  ex- 

P>itj,  presenting  a  petition  m  the  nature  of  exceptions  to  the  ceptions  to  the 

Mister's  report,  shall  begin.     It  seems  there  was  a  petition  in  Master's  Re- 
lonacy  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  Master  in  Lunacy,  approving  ca»e  of  Re 
of  a  committee,  and  a  counter-petition  praying  that  the  report  BaHatintki, 
OQight  not  be  confirmed.    The  counsel  for  the  first  petition  claimed 
the  right  to  begin.     The  counsel  for  the  coimter-petition  conten- 
ded that  their  petition  was  in  the  nature  of  exceptions  to  the  report, 
^  that  by  analogy  to  the  practice  upon  exceptions  they  were 
^tidedto  begin :  that  the  confirmation  of  the  report  being  of  course, 
^ess  some  exceptions  were  taken  to  it,  conyenience  required  that 
Ae  natnre  and  ground  of  the  exceptions  shoidd  be  stated  first. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  that  was  not  the  case  of  particular 
exceptions  to  parts  of  the  report,  but  in  substance  a  general  objec- 
^  to  the  whole.  The  commissioner  [Master]  had  reported  upon 
A  complicated  state  of  facts,  and  had  come  to  a  certain  conclusion. 
It  was  that  conclusion  which  was  objected  to.  The  whole  merits, 
^^^^ore,  must  be  gone  into.  He  was  to  put  himself  in  the  situa- 
"OQof  the  commissioner,  and  to  re-hear  the  case.  He  thought, 
"Miefore,  that  the  most  convenient  course  would  be,  that  the  same 
pvtj  should  begin  before  him,  who  began  before  the  commissioner. 

^  the  position  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  relation  to  the  Master 
u  Lunacy^  with  regard  to  the  point  now  under  consideration,  is 
"imilir  to  that  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  Vice-chancellor,  in 

p2 


68 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


1846. 


Watson  ». 
Parker. 


Sturgei  v. 
Palty. 


Right  to  begin 
on  appeal  to 
Lord  Chancel- 
lor. 


MS.  notes, 
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relation  to  the  Master  in  Chancery,  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile 
this  reasoning  with  the  rule  in  Chancery^  that  the  counsel  for 
the  party  filing  exceptions,  or  presenting  a  petition  in  the  nature  of 
exceptions,  to  the  Master's  report — no  matter  what  be  the  nature 
of  it — shall  begin. 

This  was  probably  felt :  for  Mr.  Phillips  has  added  in  a  note 
that  the  Secretary  of  Lunatics,  and  the  senior  Registrar,  upon 
being  referred  to  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  stated  this  to  be  the  usual 
course  "in  matters  of  Lunacy." 

It  will  be  remarked,  too,  upon  reference  to  the  case  of  Roberts 
y.  Marchanty  1  Phil.  370,  and  cited  presently,  that  the  reason  for 
which  Lord  Lyndhurst  determined  that  the  parties  should  begin 
before  him,  who  had  begun  before  the  Master  in  Lunacy,  is  very 
different  from  the  reason  alleged  by  his  Lordship  for  the  exception 
to  the  rule  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  begin. 

In  a  recent  case  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  where 
there  were  two  petitions,  the  one  praying  a  confirmation  of  the 
Master* s  report  approving  of  a  receiver;  the  other  praying  a 
reference  back  to  the  Master,  to  review  his  report;  when  the 
counsel  for  the  first  petition  cldmed  the  right  to  begin,  and  dted 
the  matter  of  Bariatinski,  the  Vice-Chancellor  said,  although  such 
might  be  the  practice  in  Lunacy,  it  was  clearly  not  the  practice  in 
Chancery.  Accordingly  the  counsel  in  support  of  the  counter- 
petition  was  first  heard.    Sturges  v.  Paley^  V.C.  Eng.  June,  1845. 


The  ensuing  passage  is  extracted  from  the  MS.  notes  of  an 
equity  barrister,  who  died  about  thirty  years  ago.  The  notes 
appear  to  have  been  written  during  the  period  that  Lord  Thurlow 
held  the  Great  Seal  for  the  second  time.  They  are  principally 
suggestions  for  alterations  in  our  procedure.  The  passage,  it 
is  apprehended,  contains  a  representation  of  what  the  equity 
barrister  conceived  the  practice  ought  to  be,  and  not  of  what  he 
conceived  that  it  was. 

The  Lord  Chancellor's  paper  of  appeals  is  nothing  but  a  pi4)er 
of  re-hearings,  only  before  another  judge.  In  general  no  new  evi- 
dence can  be  adduced.  If  by  your  petition  you  complain  of  the 
whole  decree  or  order,  you  have  in  general  only  to  consider  which 
party  will  have  the  right  to  begin  if  it  were  the  first  hearing.  The 
same  party  must  have  the  right  to  begin  upon  a  re-hearing. 
Orders  made  upon  petitions  and  motions  are  subject  to  a  different 
rule.  You  may  discharge  them  upon  affidavit,  entirely  changing 
the  circumstances  upon  which  the  judge  below  has  ad)udicated. 
Applications  of  that  kind  must  be  regarded  as  original  applica- 
tions, and  the  parties  making  them  necessarily  b^n. 
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The  reporter  has  never  examiued  the  cases  in  the  books,  which  1846. 

bive  been  heard  upon  appeal  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  with  Watson  v. 

the  Tiew  of  ascertaining  what  was  formerly  the  practice  in  respect  Parker. 

to  the  right  to  begin.     Whoever  may  be  disposed  to  perform 

that  task  will  soon  be  able  to  determine,  whether  any  such  prin- 
ciple ever  prevailed,  as  is  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  passage.  If 
it  ever  did,  the  principle  which  has  governed  this  part  of  our 
practice  for  some  years  past  has  been  very  different. 


In  Roberts  y.  Marchant,  1   Phil.  37 1>  Lord  Lyndhurst  said  Lord  Lynd- 
that  it  appeared  that  the  only  exception  to  the  rule,  that  the  ap-  l»u"t*8  state- 
pellant  is  entitled  to  begin,  is  where  the  defendant  appeals  from  rule, 
the  whole  of  a  decree.     And  the  reason  for  that  exception  he 
took  to  be  this,  that  the  plaintiff  might  at  the  re-hearing  adduce 
new  evidence  and  shape  his  case  differently,  and  it  was  therefore 
coDTenient  that  he  should  in  all  such  cases  begin,  in  order  that 
he  might  state  to  the  Court  at  once  how  he  shaped  his  case. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  had  set  down  the  cause  under  the  Case  of  Bob^tt 
New  Orders  of  August,  1841,  upon  an  objection  for  want  of  par-  ^-Marchant. 
ties,  and  the  Court  below  having  allowed  that  objection,  he  ap- 
pealed to  the  Lord  Chancellor.  On  the  appeal  coming  on  to  be 
l»ttrd,  Mr.  Tripp,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  the  respondent, 
said  that  he  had  begun  in  the  Court  below  (the  practice  in  this 
instance,  it  vrill  be  observed,  was  such  as  it  is  considered  it  ought  to 
^)>  and  he  claimed  the  right  to  begin  upon  the  ground  that  it 
^^  merely  a  re-hearing  of  the  cause  upon  the  same  objection. 
Aooordiog  to  Mr.  Phillips,  Mr.  Wakefield,  as  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  the  appellant,  stated  that  an  order  allowing  an  objection 
for  want  of  parties  was  analogous  to  an  order  allowing  a  plea  or 
demnrrer  [generally],  and  that  where  there  is  an  appeal  from  an 
ofder  aQowing  a  plea  or  demurrer  [generally],  the  practice  is  for 
tke  appellant  the  plaintiff  to  begin. 

The  reporter  is  in  possession  of  a  MS.  note  of  that  case,  from 
^Wch  it  would  appear  that  what  Mr.  Wakefield  stated  was,  that 
*n  order  allovring  an  objection  for  want  of  parties  was  analogous, 
not  to  an  order  allowing  a  plea  or  demurrer  generally,  but  only 
w  want  of  parties  ;  and  that  where  there  is  an  appeal  from  an 
ofder  allowing  a  plea  or  demurrer,  not  generally,  but  for  want  of 
P'rties,  the  practice  was  for  the  plaintiff,  the  appellant,  to  begin  . 

I^e  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  giving  judgment 
tt  the  subject  of  a  remark  above.  But  the  ground,  upon  which  he 
^^ed  that  the  plaintiff  the  appellant  against  the  order  allovring 
"» ohjection  to  his  bill  for  want  of  parties,  is  entitled  to  begin, 
^  not  apply  to  all  pleas  and  demurrers.     His  Lordship  said 
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1846.         that  what  he  took  to  1)e  the  reason  why,  when  the  defendant 


V 


M'atson  V,        appeals  from  the  whole  decree,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  begin, 
Parker.  does  not  apply  where  the  subject  of  the  appeal  is  a  particular 

objection  to  the  frame  of  the  suit. 

There  is,  however,  very  abundant  authority  for  the  statement 
that  where  there  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  allowing  a  demurrer 
or  plea — ^whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  demurrer  or  plea — the 
practice  is  for  the  appellant  the  plaintiff  to  begin.  The  variation 
therefore  above  mentioned  is  quite  immaterial. 

Mr.  Phillips  refers  to  several  cases  as  instances  of  the  practice, 
that  where  there  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  allowing  a  plea  or 
demurrer  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  begin. 

The  ensuing  list  is  taken  from  the  reporter's  common-place 
book,  in  which,  however,  he  finds  nothing  under  the  head 
''  Right  to  begin,"  prior  to  the  time  when  Sir.  C.  Pepjs  became 
Chief  Commissioner  of  the  Great  Seal. 


Where  the  ap-        Cases  in  which  the  Court  below  had  allowed  a  demurrer  to  the 

S^iSer  ril^.  ^^*  ^^  *^^'®  ^^^^^  *°  appeal,  the  plaintiff  the  appellant  was 
ing  a  demurrer,  first  heard. — The  cases  distinguished  by  an  asterisk  are  cases  in 

which  the  demurrer  was  allowed  for  want  of  parties  only.  The 
cases  mentioned  by  Mr.  Phillips  are  omitted.  Deere  v. 
Ouest,  1  M.  &  C.  519;  *Mare  v.  Malachy,  ibid.  569; 
*LutMden  v.  Fraser,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  594 ;  Crawshay  v.  Thornton^ 
2  M.  &  C.  6  ;  *Ti/ler  v.  Bell,  ibid.  101 ;  Davenport  v.  Whit- 
more,  ibid.  181 ;  Att.  Gen.  v.  Cradock,  3  M.  &  C.  90;  Neate  v. 
The  Duke  of  Marlborough,  ibid.  408 ;  Boys  v.  Morgan,  ibid.  664  ; 
Attorney  General  v.  Poole,  4  M.  &  C.  17;  lAdbetter  v.  Long, 
4  Myl.  &  Cr.  287 ;  Scarborough  v.  Borman,  ibid.  378 ;  WaU- 
worth  V.  Holt,  ibid.  633 ;   Wordsworth  v.  Wood,  ibid.  643. 

In  Dietrichsen  v.  Cabbum,  and  in  Strange  v.  BrefuutHt 
both  reported  in  subsequent  pages  of  this  volume,  in  which  the 
Vice-Chancellor  had  allowed  demurrers,  the  counsel  of  the  appel- 
lants, the  plaintiffs,  began.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Cohmbine  y» 
Chichester,  also  reported  in  a  subsequent  page,  the  counsel  for 
the  defendants,  whose  demurrers  had  been  overruled,  began.  In. 
none  of  these  cases,  nor  in  those  cited  by  Mr.  Phillips, 
was  it  suggested  that  the  party,  who  began  in  the  Court  below, 
was  entitled  to  begin  before  the  Lord  Chancellor.  But  in 
The  Attorney  General  v.  Aspinall,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  613,  where  a 
general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity  had  been  allowed  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolb,  and  the  Attorney  General  appealed,  a  pre- 
liminary objection  was  upon  the  opening  of  the  appeal  made  a»- 
to  which  party  had  the  right  to  begin,  and  Lord  Cottenham  de- — 
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cided,  that  the  appellant,  the  Attorney-  General,  was  entitled  to         1846. 


^^*  Watson  v. 

Wiliumu  T.  LardJerseyy  Craig  &  Phil.  91,  if  only  slightly  Pabkbb. 

looked  at,  might  seem  to  he  an  exception ;  as  it  is  stated  there, 

that  the  demurrer  was  allowed,  and  yet  the  counsel  in  support  of 

the  demurrer  hegan  and  had  the  reply.     But  on  reference  to  the 

judgment  it  will  be  seen,  that  the  statement  of  the  demurrer  being 

allowed  is  an  error.  The  demurrer  was  ovemiled  by  the  Vice-Chan- 

ceUor,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  affirmed  his  Honour's  decision. 


hi  Denys  v.  Loeoek,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  226,  the  Vice-chancellor  Where  the  ap- 

bad  allowed  a  plea.    The  pLaintiiT  appealed  from  his  Honour's  P^  ^**  ^l?^ 

,   .  .  /.  *^  '^'^  an  order  allow- 

decision,  and  his  counsel  began.  ing  a  plea. 


InDevaynes  Y.Morris,  1  M.  &  C.  217,  the  Vice-chancellor  Where  the  ap* 

had  allowed  exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  Master's  P^  ^"  ^™ 

*  ^  jD  order  allow* 

report  that  the  answer  was  impertinent.  The  plaintiff  appealed  i^g  Exceptions 
from  this  decision.  The  case  was  argued  before  the  Lords  *<>  Master's  Re- 
Commissioners  Pepys  and  Bosanquet,  when  the  appellant  began. 

In  Crosley  v.  Derby  Gas  Light  Company,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  429, 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  made  an  order,  referring  it  back  to 
the  Master  to  review  his  report  upon  exceptions,  taken  by  the 
defendants  to  the  Master's  Report,  relative  to  the  profit  derived 
from  the  infringement  of  a  patent.  The  plaintiff  appealed  from 
this  order,  when  his  counsel  were  first  heard. 

^^Desborough  v.  Rawlins,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  518,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  had  allowed  exceptions,  taken  by  the  defendant  to  the 
*«ster*8  report,  that  the  answer  was  insufficient.  The  plaintiff  ap- 
P^^from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  order,  and  his  counsel  began. 

la  Graham  v.  Coape,  3  M.  &  C.  640,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
"^  allowed  exceptions,  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  Master's 
'^ort,  finding  that  an  answer  was  sufficient.  The  defendants 
S^pealed  from  his  Honour's  order  and  their  counsel  began. 

In  Taylor  v.  Bayley,  3  Myl.  &  C.  678,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
***d  allowed  the  defendant's  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report, 
'hat  his  answer  was  insufHcient.  The  plaintiff  appealed  against 
his  HoDoar's  order  and  his  counsel  began. 

h  Wormald  v.  Macintosh,  5  Myl.  &  C.  8,  the  Master  of  the 
Holls  had  allowed  an  exception  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
"aster's  report  admitting  evidence.  The  defendant  appealed 
from  his  Lordship's  order,  and  his  counsel  began. 

h  Taylor  r.  RundeU,  Craig  &  Phillips,  110,  the  Vice- 
^^cellor  had  allowed  exceptions  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
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Watson  v, 
Parkkk. 


Master's  report  that  an  ansvret  vraa  sufficient.     The  defendants 
appealed  from  his  Honour's  order  and  their  counsel  hegan. 

In  The  Attorney  General  v.  The  Ironmongers'  Company,  1  Or. 
Ph.  21 1>  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  had  allowed  exceptions  taken 
hj  the  defendants  to  the  Master's  report  relative  to  a  charity. 
The  relators  appealed  from  his  Lordship's  order  and  their  counsel 
were  first  heard. 


Where  the  On  Further  Directions  the  reporter  has  noted  three  cases  only, 

MorfcT"  Fur^  and  as  to  them  it  may  he  doubtful  whether  the  appeal  was  from 
ther  Directions,  the  whole  of  the  order ;  if  it  was  not,  they  are  of  course  no  autho- 
rity for  the  present  purpose. 

The  following  are  the  cases :  Howell  v.  Howell,  2  Myl.  &  Or. 
478  ;  Wood  v.  Cox,  2  Myl.  &  Or.  687 ;  and  Xoy  v.  Duekett,  Cr. 
&  Ph.  310.  Clapton  y.  Bulmer,  5  M.  &  C.  108,  was  argued 
between  co-defendants  only. 


Bankruptcy. 


In  bankruptcy. — Lord  Brougham  has  said  that,  whatever  was 
the  practice  in  other  cases,  it  was  the  constant  practice  for  the  ap- 
pellant to  open  in  bankruptcy.  £x  parte  Belcher,  Mon.  &  Bli. 
291  iS.C.S  Dea.  &  Chi.  87. 


1846. 
July  17  &  22. 
^ . f 

DiVTRICHBKN 

V,  Cabbu&n. 


DIETRICHSEN  v,  CABBURN. 


jurisdiction  by 
injunction  of 
prohibiting 
acts,  vhich  the 
defendant  by 
contract,  or 
duty,  is  bound 


The  equitable  The  bill  in  this  case  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  for  many 
years  carried  on  an  extensive  business  as  a  vendor  of  patent 
medicines,  and  had  as  such  acquired  considerable  repu- 
tation, and  his  shop  had  become  a  place  of  great  resort  for 
persons  purchasing   Patent   Medicines.     That  the  plain- 

bnot'^^ed*  ^^^  ^^'  *^  ^^^  ^^®  ^^  ^^^  after-mentioned  agreement, 
to  cases  in  possessed  of  ample  means  by  advertising  in  an  almanac 
has  jurisdiction  published  by  him,  and  having  a  circulation  of  upwards  of 

over  the  acts  of 
the  pUuntifT. 

The  bill  stating  a  right  in  the  plaintiff  to  the  benefit  of  the  negative 
agreement  of  the  defendtmt,  or  of  his  abstaining  from  the  contemplated  act,  it 
is  not  material  whether  the  right  be  at  law,  or  under  an  agreement,  which 
cannot  be  otherwise  brought  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 

It  being  dear  that  the  Court  will  interfere  to  restrain  a  departure  from  the 
contract  of  partnership ;  cases  of  partnership  afford  additional  instances  that 
the  Court  is  not  confined  to  cases  in  which  it  has  jurisdiction  over  the  whole 
contract ;  the  interposition  of  the  Court  in  cases  of  continuing  partnership 
having  been  in  many  cases  considered  as  very  limited. 

NoTB.— These  placiu  are  in  the  words  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment, 
which  was  a  written  one. 
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one  hundred  thousand  copies  annually,  and  also  by  means  of        ^^*^- 
printed  wrappers  used  in  his  business,  or  by  other  means,  of  Divtrichsin 
publishing  and  making  known  to  the  public  the  different  ^'    abburn. 
medicines  sold  by  him.     That  in  the  year  1840,  the  defen- 
dant having  discovered,  or  become  possessed  of,  a  receipt  or 
prescription  known  only  to  himself,  for  making  an  oil  or 
medicme,  which  he  represented  to  plaintiff  possessed  great 
virtue  in  the  cure  of  gout,  rheumatism,  sprains,  bruises,  and 
other  pains  and  disorders  of  the  like  nature,  which  medicine 
or  oil  was  called  and  described  by  defendant  as  Cabbum's 
Anti-doloric  Oil,  applied  to  plaintiff  and  requested  him  to 
become  the  sole  wholesale  agent  of  him  the  said  defendant, 
for  the  sale  of  said  medicine  or  oil,  upon  terms  of  mutual 
advantage;  (that  is  to  say),  that  plaintiff  should  use  his 
utmost  endeavours  to  make  the  said  medicine  favourably 
Imown,  and  to  promote  the  sale  thereof,  and  should  adver- 
tise and  make  public  the  same  at  his  own  expence,  and 
without  charging  said  defendant  with  the  expences  thereof; 
and  that  said  defendant  should  supply  plaintiff  alone,  as  his 
wholesale  agent,  with  said  medicine  or  oil  at  a  rate  of  40/. 
per  cent,  discount  or  allowance  upon  the  retail  selling 
prices  of  said  medicine  or  oil ;  and  that  plaintiff  should  at 
the  expiration  of  every  three  months  pay  to  said  defendant 
the  price  or  value  of  said  medicine  or  oil  so  supplied  by 
uim  said  defendant,  calculated  at  the  invoice  or  selling 
price,  less  the  said  sum  of  40/.  per  cent,  thereon.    That  the 
plaintiff  having  assented  to  such  application  of  said  defend- 
^%  the  terms  thereof  were  embodied  in  an  agreement  in 
^tmg,  bearing  date  the  1st  October,  1840,  and  made 
between  said  defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  plaintiff  of  the 
other  part,  and  thereby  said  defendant,  for  himself,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  did  promise  and 
^ee  to  and  with  plaintiff  that  he  said  defendant  would, 
•or  the  space  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  date  thereof, 
employ  and  continue  to  employ  plaintiff  as  the  wholesale 
^gent  of  him  said  defendant,  for  the  vending  and  sale  of 
^d  medicine,  called  Cabbum's  Anti-doloric  Oil,  and  he 
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1846.         did  thereby  appoint  plaintiff  to  be  his  wholesale  agent 
DiETBicHSKN    accordingly ;  and  he  said  defendant  also  by  said  agreement 

agreed  and  undertook  that  he  would  supply  plaintiff  with 
said  medicine  from  time  to  time,  in  such  quantities  as  he 
should  order  in  writing,  and  would  invoice  the  same  to  him  at 
and  after  the  rate  of  40/.  per  cent,  discount,  under  the  res- 
pective retail  prices  thereof ;  and  further  that  the  said  defen- 
dant would  not,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  agreement, 
supply  or  sell  any  of  said  medicine  to  any  other  person  or 
persons  whomsoever  for  sale  again  with  a  larger  discount 
or  allowance  than  25/.  per  cent,  under  the  several  retail 
selling  prices  thereof,  without  any  other  deductions  or 
allowance  whatsoever ;  and  plaintiff  in  consideration  of  such 
agreement  on  the  part  of  said  defendant,  did  by  the  said 
agreement  covenant  and  agree  with  said  defendant,  that  he 
would  continue  and  be  the  wholesale  agent  of  said  defen- 
dant, for  the  vending  and  sale  of  said  medicine  called 
Cabbum''s  Anti-doloric  Oil,  for  the  said  period  of  twenty- 
one  years,  upon  the  terms  and  for  the  consideration  in  said 
agreement  mentioned;  and  that  he  would  at  the  expiration 
of  every  three  months  during  the  continuance  of  said 
agreement,  on  an  account  in  writing  being  furnished  to  him 
of  the  quantities  of  said  medicine  supplied  to  him,  forthwith 
pay  to  said  defendant  the  price  and  value  of  said  medicine 
so  supplied  to  him,  calculated  at  the  invoice  price  aforesaid. 
That  immediately  after  the  execution  of  said  agreement,  and 
from  time  to  time  till  the  present  time,  said  defendant  in  per- 
formance of  his  said  agreement  supplied  to  plaintiff  divers 
large  quantities  of  said  medicine,  which  said  medicine, 
mainly  by  the  exertions  of  plaintiff,  acquiredan  extensive  sale, 
and  became  rapidly  known  to  the  public;  and  plaintiff  incurred 
very  considerable  costs  and  expences  in  and  about  printing 
and  publishing  advertisements,  and  printing  and  distribut- 
ing large  quantities  of  labels  and  wrappers,  setting  forth 
the  nature,  virtues,  and  effects  of  the  said  medicine ;  and 
plaintiff  regularly,  at  the  expiration  of  every  three  months 
from  the  date  of  said  agreement,  had  paid  to  said  defend- 
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ant  the  price  or  value  of  the  quantities  of  said  medicine         1846. 
supplied  by  him  to  plaintiff  during  the  preceding  three  Dibtuobsew 
months,  calculated  at  the  invoice  price  as  aforesaid,  less  ^'  ^^■"*^' 
the  said  discount  or  allowance  of  40/.  per  cent.     That  by 
the  means  aforesaid,  plaintiff  and  the  said  defendant  each 
derived  considerable   profits.      That  the  said  medicine, 
having  through  the  exertions  of  plaintiff  become  known, 
and  having  attained  a  very  considerable  celebrity  and  sale, 
said  defendant  became  desirous  of  depriving  plaintiff  of  the 
benefit  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  said  agreement  or  a 
great  part  thereof ;  and  accordingly  he  the  said  defendant 
supplied  and  sold  to  divers  other  vendors  of  patent  medicines 
in  London,  and  divers  other  vendors  of  patent  medicines, 
druggists,  and  shopkeepers  in  various  parts  of  England 
and  Wales,  large  quantities  of  the  said  medicine  for  sale 
again,  and  made  to  them,  in  respect  of  such  sales  and  sup- 
plies, a  larger  allowance  by  way  of  discount  than  25/.  per 
cent,  upon  the  several  retail  selling  prices  thereof,  or  made 
some  terms  or  arrangement  with  respect  to  such  sales  and 
supplies,  whereby  he  sold  and  supplied  to  such  vendors,  drug- 
gists, or  shopkeepers,  a  greater  number  of  bottles  of  the  said 
medicine  to  the  dozen,  or  whereby  by  some  contrivance  he  en- 
deavoured to  evade  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  which 
secured  to  plaintiff  such  benefit  as  might  be  derived  by 
selling  to  other  persons  said  medicine  so  supplied  to  him, 
at  such  price  as  in  said  agreement  mentioned.     That  by  so 
selling  and  supplying  such  medicine  to  such  persons  other 
than  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  for  sale  again,  in  breach  of  his 
said  agreement,  with  a  larger  discount  or  allowance  than 
25/.  per  cent,  upon  the  retail  selling  prices  thereof,  the 
defendant  had  derived  very  considerable  profit  over  and 
above  the  60/.  per  cent,  on  the  retail  selling  prices  of  such 
medicine,  which  he  would .  have  obtained  had  he  sold  and 
supplied  same  to  plaintiff.     That  although  said  defendant 
was  at  liberty  under  the  terms  of  said  agreement  to  sell 
said  medicine  by  retail  to  any  persons  or  person,  yet  in 
consideration  of  the  services  of  plaintiff  in  and  about  the 
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1846.  disposing  of  said  medicine,  and  bringing  same  into  notice, 
DivTRicHBKN  ^^  ^^  restHcted  from  selling  the  same  medicine  wholesale 
V,  Cabburn.      ^q  ^jjy  pe|.gon  whomsoever  for  sale  again,  with  a  larger  disr 

count  or  allowance  than  25/.  per  cent,  under  the  several 
retail  selling  prices  thereof,  without  any  other  deductions 
or  allowance  whatsoever.  That  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
rights  given  to  plaintiff  by  the  said  agreement,  he  was  entitled 
to  receive  and  be  paid  by  the  said  defendant  all  such  profit  as 
the  defendant  should  have  made  since  the  date  of  the  said 
agreement,  by  the  sale  of  said  medicine  to  any  persons  other 
than  and  besides  plaintiff,  to  sell  again  with  a  larger  dis- 
count or  allowance  than  25/.  per  cent,  under  the  several 
retail  selling  prices  thereof,  over  and  above  the  sum  of  60/. 
per  cent. ;  that  is  to  say,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive 
from  and  be  paid  by  said  defendant  all  sums  of  money, 
which  he  should  have  received  from  or  been  allowed  in  ac- 
count by  any  persons  for  any  quantities  of  said  medicine  to 
sell  again,  with  a  larger  discount  or  allowance  than  25/. 
per  cent,  under  the  several  retail  selling  prices  thereof, 
exceeding  in  amount  the  sum  of  60/.  per  cent,  of  the  said 
several  retail  selling  prices.  That  plaintiff  was  also  entitled 
to  receive  and  to  be  paid  by  said  defendant  the  amount  of 
profit,  which  plaintiff  would  have  made  by  the  sale  of  said 
medicine  so  improperly  sold  and  supplied  by  said  defendant 
to  other  persons,  if  the  same  quantities  of  said  medicine 
had  been  sold  and  supplied  by  said  defendant  to  plaintiff. 
The  bill  charged  that  the  intention  of  plaintiff  and  said 
defendant  in  entering  into  said  agreement  was  to  promote 
their  mutual  benefit,  and  that  plaintiff  should  advance  and 
promote  the  sale  of  said  medicine;  and  that  plaintiff,  as  the 
wholesale  agent  of  said  defendant,  should  derive  the  profit 
of  selling  and  suppljring  other  persons  with  said  medicine, 
which  he  might  be  able  to  make  on  purchasing  the  same  at 
such  price  as  aforesaid,  and  that  no  other  person  should  be 
supplied  by  said  defendant  with  said  medicine  to  sell  again 
at  a  lower  price,  or  with  a  greater  allowance  or  discount  or 
advantage,  than  plaintiff  was  supplied  therewith.    That  said 
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defendant  was  a  licensed  publican  and  wine  merchant,  and         1846. 
that  he  had  not  then,  and  had  not  at  the  date  of  said  DirraicHSKN 
agreement,  or  at  any  time  since,  the  means  of  bringing  said  ***  Cabbu»n. 
medicine  properly  to    the   notice  of  the  public,   except 
through  the  means  of  some  vendor  of  patent  medicines,  or 
some  person  in  that  line  of  business.     That  said  defendant 
had  kept  accounts  of  all  said  medicine  sold  or  supplied  by 
him  to  any  person,  and  that  from  such  accounts  it  would 
appear  what  quantities  thereof  had  been  sold  or  supplied 
to  any  other  person  in  breach  of  the  terms  of  said  agree- 
ment, and  when  and  for  what  prices,  and  under  what  terms. 
The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court  of  all  the  quantities  of  said  medicine 
sold  or  supplied  to  any  persons  other  than  plaintiff  to  sell 
again  since  the  date  of  the  said  agreement,  with  a  larger 
discount  or  allowance  than  25/.  per  cent,  under  the  several 
retail  selling  prices  thereof,  or  with  any  other  deduction  or 
allowance  or  advantage  whatsoever  in  breach  of  the  terms 
of  the  said  agreement.     And  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  in  like  manner  of  the  sums  of  money  received  by  said 
defendant,  or  allowed  to  him  on  account  from  or  by  any 
such  last-mentioned  persons  for  or  in  respect  of  such  sales 
or  supplies.     And  that  said  defendant  might  be  ordered  to 
pay  to  plaintiff  what,  upon  taking  such  account,  it  should 
appear  he  had  so  received  or  been  allowed  in  account  over 
and  above  the  sum  of  60/.  per  cent,  of  the  said  retail  selling 
prices  of  said  medicine.     And  that  it  might  be  ascertained 
under  the  direction  of  the  CJourt  what  profit  plaintiff  would 
have  made  in  respect  of  and  by  sales  of  said  medicines,  if 
said  several  quantities  thereof,  so  sold  or  supplied  to  other 
persons  by  said  defendant  in  breach  of  his  said  agreement, 
^  been  sold  or  supplied  to  plaintiff,  and  that  said  de- 
fendant might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  same  to  plaintiff.     And 
^t  said  defendant  might  be  restrained  by  the  order  and 
"^junction  of  the  Court  from  supplying  or  selling  any  of  the 
said  medicine  during  the  term  of  twenty- one  years  from  the 
date  of  said  agreement  to  any  persons  whomsoever  other 
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1846.         than  plaintiff  for  sale  again,  with  a  larger  discount  or  allow- 

DivTRicHSBN    A°^^  ^^^^  ^^'*  P^^  cent,  under  the  several  retail  selling 
V,  Cabburn.      prices  thereof. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer  for 
want  of  equity,  which  was  allowed  by  the  Vice-Chancellor 
of  England ;  and  this  was  an  appeal  from  his  Honour's 
decision. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Glasse^  for  the  appellant 
and  plaintiff,  stated  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  deciding 
the  case  went  upon  the  ground  that  where  an  agreement 
contains  stipulations,  some  of  a  positive  kind  and  others  of 
a  negative  kind,  the  Court  would  give  no  assistance  with 
reference  to  the  negative  stipulations,  unless  it  could  enforce 
the  positive  stipulations.  That  although  his  Honour  had 
granted  an  injunction  in  Rankin  v.  Hu8kis8(m(a\  which  was 
an  authority  in  support  of  the  present  bill,  yet  he  had  refused 
to  grant  an  injunction  in  Kemble  v.  Keen  (i),  and  bad 
allowed  a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity  to  a  bill  praying  an 
injunction  in  Kimherley  v.  Jennings  (c).  That  the  doctrine 
of  mutuality  did  not  apply,  where  a  party,  having  himself  per- 
formed all  his  part  of  the  agreement,  came  and  asked  the 
Court  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  violating  his  part  of 
it.  Barret  v.  Blagrave  {d)  ;  Morris  v.  Colman  (e)  ;  WU- 
liams  V.  Williams  (f)  ;   Clarke  v.  Price  {g), 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  respondent  the 
defendant,  said  that  the  agreement  was  in  great  part  of  a 
kind  of  which  the  Court  could  not  compel  the  performance, 
and  it  was  submitted,  therefore,  it  ought  not  to  interfere  at 
all.  Could  the  Court  compel  the  plaintiff  to  advertise ! 
Could  it  compel  the  defendant  to  supply  the  medicine? 
Smitk  V.  Fromont  (h)  was  a  case  between  two  proprietors 
of  coaches  running  between  London  and  Bristol.     Each  pro- 

(fl)  4  Sim.  13.  (/)  2  Swans.  253.     See  a  sub- 

ib)  6  Sim.  333.  sequent  page. 

(c)  6  Sim.  340.  (p)  2  Wils.  Ch.  C.  157. 

(rf)  5  Ves.  555.  (A)  2  Swanst.  330. 

W  18  Ves.  437. 
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prietor  was  according  to  the  agreement  to  horse  the  coaches  ^     ^^^^-     , 

a  certain  part  of  the  road.    The  profits  were  to  be  regulated  Dibtbichben 

according  to  the  extent  of  road  for  wliich  each  should  fur-  ^'   ^^^^^' 

niah  the  horses.     The  defendant  insisted  upon  horsing  the 

coaches  for  the  plaintiff's  part  of  the  road — namely,  from 

London  to  Hare  Hatch.     Lord  Eldon  refused  to  enjoin  the 

defendant  from  bringing  horses  to  convey   the    coaches 

between  London  and  Hare  Hatch,  saying  that  if  he  did 

80,  he  must  enjoin  the  plaintiff  from  not  bringing  horses 

there.    That  he  could  not  restrain  the  defendant,  unless  he 

had  the  means  of  ensuring  him  that  he  should  find  the 

plaintiff's  horses  ready.      Baldwin  v.   Useful  Knowledge 

Society  (a) ;   Oervais  v.  Edwards  (b)  ;  Hills  v.  Croll  (c) ; 

Morris  v.  Cobnan  was  a  case  of  partnership. 

Mr.  Parker^  in  reply,  said  that  Lord  Eldon  had  refused 
the  injunction  in  Smith  v.  Fromont  because  the  defendant 
was  embarrassed.  His  horses  had  been  seized  by  the 
sheriff,  and  some  had  been  sold,  and  the  rest  were  adver- 
tised for  sale.  The  plaintiff  was  no  longer  able  to  perform 
his  part  of  the  agreement.  Lord  Eldon  said  he  could  not 
enjoin  the  defendant  from  doing  that,  which  if  it  was  omitted 
to  be  done,  he  would  be  liable  to  actions  by  every  person 
whom  he  had  undertaken  to  convey  from  Bristol  to  London. 
He  would  be  issuing  the  injunction  on  the  supposition 
that  the  plaintiff  would  do  that  which  he  had  not  done, 
^d  which  he  was  not  even  then  in  a  condition  to  do. 
Such  was  a  totally  different  ground.  Here  the  plaintiff 
had  done  all  that  the  contract  required  he  should  do.  In 
^(ilduHn  V.  Useful  Knowledge  Society  there  was  no  nega- 
^i^c  Btipulation,  that  the  defendants  would  not  furnish  the 
drawings  for  the  maps  to  any  person  except  the  plaintiffs. 
Gervais  v.  Edwards  was  not  a  question  of  an  injunction, 
hut  of  specific  performance  only. 


(«)  9  Sim.  393.  (c)  Before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  July, 

(^)  2  Dni.  &  War.  80.  1845.     See  a  subsequent  page. 
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V 

IC 

V,  Cabbu&n. 


^^^^  Lord  Chancellor. — The  agreement  stated  in  the  bill  im- 

DirrRicHSEN    posed  upon  the  plaintiif  no  other  obligation  than  that  of 

selling  as  the  defendant's  agent,  and  accounting  for  and 
paying  to  him  60/.  of  every  100/.  worth  of  the  medicine  sold 
according  to  the  retail  price.     But  upon  the  defendant  it 
imposed  the  obligation  of  so  employing  the  plaintiff,  and  of 
supplying  him  with  all  such  quantities  of  the  medicine  as  he 
should  require,  and  of  not  supplying  any  other  person  with 
any  of  the  medicine  for  the  purpose  of  resale  at  any  higher 
discount  than  25/.  per  cent.,  the  plaintiff's  discount  being 
40/.  per  cent.     The  bill  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  had  regu- 
larly performed  his  part  of  the  agreement,  but  that  the 
defendant  had  not  performed  his  part ;   but  had  supplied 
other  persons  for  the  purpose  of  resale  with  the  medicine  at 
a  larger  discount  than  25/.  per  cent.     It  then  prays  an 
account  of  the  quantities  so  supplied  to  others  and  payment 
of  the  profits  made,  and  an  injunction  against  such  future 
violation  of  the  contract.     And  the  qnestion  is,  Does  the 
bill  state  a  case  coming  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  t 
The  allowance  of  the  demurrer  assumed  that  it  does  not ; 
and  the  ground  stated  (for  I  have  not  had  the  benefit  of 
seeing  a  note  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's  judgment)  is,  that 
the  Court  will   not  prohibit  the  violation  of  a  negative 
agreement,  unless  it  has  the  power  of  enforcing  the  positive 
agreement.     I  cannot  but  think  there  has  been  some  mis- 
apprehension of  the  meaning  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  as 
applied  to  this  supposed  rule.     For  in  the  case  of  Kimber* 
ley  V.  Jennings  (a),  his  Honour,  in  stating  that  a  negative 
agreement  will  not  be  restrained  in  a  case,  in  which  the 
positive  agreement  cannot  be  enforced,  exemplifies  it  by 
saying,  that  if  the  agreement  cannot  be  performed  in  the 
whole,  the  Court  cannot  perform  any  part  of  it.     To  the 
proposition  so  explained  I  entirely  assent ;   for  it  is  only 
applying  a  well-known  rule  in  cases  of  specific  performance, 
of  which  an  injunction  is  in  many  cases  the  instrument,  and 
amounts  only  to  this ;  that  if  there  be  such  an  infirmity  in 

(a)  6  Sim.  340. 
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the  agre^nent,  that  it  cannot  be  performed  in  all  its  parts,         iB4(l. 
the  Court  will  not  by  an  injunction  compel  the  defendant  Dutrichssn 
to  perform  his  part  of  it :  and  this  view  of  his  Honour^s  ^'  Cabbubn. 
opinion  is  confirmed  by  the  case  he  puts  of  a  consideration 
actually  paid  for  a  negative  agreement,  in  which  case  he 
says  that  an  injunction  would  be  granted.     I  cannot  see 
any  diflTerence  between  a  consideration  actually  paid,  and  a 
performance  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  of  all  that  he  had  un- 
dertaken to  do.     The  equitable  jurisdiction  by  injunction  of 
prohibiting  acts,  which  the  defendant  by  contract,  or  duty, 
is  bound  to  abstain  from,  cannot  be  confined  to  cases  in  which 
the  Ck>urt  has  jurisdiction  over  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff.    For 
if  that  were  so,  it  would  not  interfere  to  restrain  violation  of 
contracts  by  tenants,  or  of  duty  by  agents,  as  in  the  case  of 
Yovatt  V.  Winyard  (a),  and  Green  v.  Folgham  (6),  or  by  an 
tttomey,  as  in  Cholmondeley  v.   Clinton  (c) :  in  none  of 
which  cases  was  there  anything  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff, 
which  equity  could  enforce.     Such  also  are  cases  of  injuno- 
tions  sought  by  tenants  against  their  landlords ;  as  Rankin 
V.  Huskissan  (d),  where  there  was  a  negative  agreement ; 
*nd  Squire  v.  Campbell  («),  where  one  was  attempted  to  be 
'^sed  by  the  exhibition  of  a  plan.     In  none  of  these  was 
there  any  equity  to  be  administered  against  the  plaintiff, 
^d  yet  the  jurisdiction  was  assumed  ;  for  although  in  the 
letter  case  the  injunction  was  dissolved,  that  was  because 
I  thought  no  equity  raised  by  the  alleged  exhibition  of  a 
plan,  which  I  was  of  opinion  could  not  be  used  for  that 
purpose.    The  objection  now  suggested  was  not  raised,  or 
certainly  was  not  the  ground  of  the  decision.     Similar  to 
these  are  cases  of  injunction   to  protect  legal  rights,  as 
Patents,  copyright,  services  to  mills,  and  others.     There  is 
^  branch  of  the  equitable  jurisdiction  requiring  more  dis- 
cretion in  the  exercise  of  it,  but  certainly  none  more  bene- 
ficial than  that  of  injunction ;  and  I  think  that  the  doctrine, 

(«)  1  Jac.  &  Wal.  394.  (rf)  4  Sim.  13. 

(*)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  398.  (e)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  459. 


^c)l9Vc8.  261. 
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^846.         contended  For  by  the  respondent,  would  tend  greatly  to  limit 
DiKTRioHSBN    its  Sphere  of  action,  and  deprive  many  of  the  benefit  of  it, 

whose  interest  requires  it  as  much  as  others.  If  the  bill 
states  a  right,  or  title,  in  the  plaintiff  to  the  benefit  of  the 
negative  agreement  of  the  defendant,  or  of  his  abstaining 
from  the  contemplated  act,  it  is  not,  as  I  conceive,  material 
whether  the  right  be  at  law,  or  under  an  agreement,  which 
cannot  be  otherwise  brought  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court  of  equity.  In  Martin  v.  NutJdn  (a)  an  injunction 
was  granted  to  restrain  the  ringing  of  a  church  bell,  the 
plaintiff  having  put  a  clock  in  the  church,  in  consideration 
that  the  bell  should  not  be  rung  at  five  in  the  morning. 
In  Barret  v.  Blagrave  (i),  the  proprietors  of  Vauxhall 
Gardens  obtained  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  lessee  of  a 
public  house  in  the  neighbourhood  from  selling  liquors 
during  the  time  the  Gardens  were  open,  in  violation  of  his 
covenant ;  and  although  this  injunction  was  afterwards  dis- 
solved (c)  upon  the  ground  of  acquiescence,  no  objection 
was  made  to  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  for  want  of 
mutuality.  But  I  consider  the  doctrine  promulgated  by 
Lord  Eldon  in  Morris  v.  Colman  (d),  and  in  Clarhe  ▼. 
Pric€  (e),  as  conclusive  upon  this  point.  In  the  former 
case,  the  defendant  was  restrained  from  writing  for  any 
other  but  the  Haymarket  Theatre,  he  having  entered  into 
an  agreement  to  that  effect.  But  in  Clarke  v.  Price  there 
was  not  any  such  negative  agreement;  and  that  Lord 
Eldon  states  to  be  the  ground  of  his  refusing  to  interfere. 
If  there  had  been,  there  cannot  be  a  doubt  that  he  would 
have  granted  the  injunction.  It  has  been  said,  that  Mor- 
ris V.  Colman  was  a  case  of  partnership :  Lord  Eldon  does 
not  appear  from  the  report  to  have  proceeded  on  any  such 
ground.  The  present  and  other  cases  of  the  kind  are, 
however,  in  the  nature  of  partnerships,  being  joint  underta- 
kings for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant ;  and  it 

(a;  2  P.  Wm.  266.  (rf)  18  Ves.  437- 

(A)  5  Ves.  555.  (e)  2  Wils.  Ch.  Rep.  157. 

(c)  6  Ves.  104. 
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does  not  appear  why  cases  of  actual  partnerships  should  be        ^946. 
more  favoured  in  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  by  injunc-  Dibtmohskn 
tion  than  others.     But  it  being  clear  that  the  Court  wiU  ^'  C^^uwr. 
interfere  to  restrain  a  departure  from  the  contract  of  part- 
nership, cases  of  partnership  afford  additional  instances 
that  the  Court  is  not  confined  to  cases,  in  which  it  has  juris- 
diction over  the  whole  contract — the  interposition  of  the 
Court  in  cases  of  continuing  partnerships  having  been,  in 
many  cases,  considered  as  very  limited.     Looking  therefore 
to  the  whole  range  of  cases,  in  which  the  Court  interferes  to 
prevent  the  breach  of  a  negative  agreement,  I  cannot  find 
any  ground  for  the  argument  contended  for  by  the  respon- 
dent;  and  seeing  that  the  bill  alleges  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  negative 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defen- 
dant has  violated  the  agreement,  and  will,  if  not  restrained, 
continue  to  do  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  case  is  stated  for 
trhe  interference  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  that  the  demur- 
T  ought  to  be  overruled. 


HILLS  t^.  CROLL(a). 

The  following  is  a  short  statement  of  so  much  of  this  case  as 
^sonnected  with  the  principle  of  the  foregoing  case  of  Dietrichsen 
*     Cohlmm,     It  was  argued  at  very  great  length  in  January  and 
Imiory,  1845,  but  Lord  Lyndhurst  did  not  give  judgment  until 
K  following  month  of  July.    The  reporter  was  not  counsel  in 
e  cause,  but  he  was  present  during  the  ai^iument,  and  during 
e  judgment,  and  after  the  latter  was  delivered  he  stated  his  im- 
ion  to  such  of  hb  friends  at  the  bar  as  happened  to  be  near 
(most  of  whom  confessed  alike  impression)  that  his  Lordship 
Ida  decision  had  confounded  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  upon 
ion  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  upon  specific  per- 
"^o^TQMmce. 

(a)  See  before,  page  79. 
g2 
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DiBTRICHSBN 

V.  Cabburn. 

IIUU  V.  Croli. 

Motion  to  re- 
strain a  defend- 
ant from  violat- 
ing his  part  of 
an  agreement 
refused  by  Lord 
Lyndhnrst,  on 
the  ground  of 
the  agreement 
being  such,  that 
the  Court  could 
not  compel  a 
specific  per- 
formance by 
the  plaintiff  of 
his  part  of  it. 


The  defendant,  being  possessed  of  a  patent  for  an  improyement 
in  a  process  of  producing  ammoniacal  salts,  in  March,  1841> 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  by  which,  in  con- 
sideration of  a  sum  of  200/.  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
the  latter  agreed  that  for  fourteen  years  he,  and  all  persons  to 
whom  he  should  grant  licenses  to  use  the  patent  process,  should 
purchase  of  the  plaintiff,  and  no  other  person,  all  the  acids 
which  they  should  require  for  the  manufacture  of  muriate  or  sul- 
phate of  ammonia  according  to  the  patent  process,  and  that  he 
and  such  persons  should  sell  to  the  plaintiff,  and  no  other  person, 
the  whole  of  the  muriate  or  sulphate  of  ammonia  to  be  produced 
by  the  said  patent  process.  And  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the 
defendant  to  deliver  to  the  defendant,  and  such  other  persons  as 
aforesaid,  all  the  acids  they  should  require  for  the  manufacture  of 
muriate  and  sulphate  of  ammonia  according  to  the  said  process, 
and  to  pay  them  for  the  muriate  and  sulphate  of  ammonia,  which 
they  should  manufacture  accorduig  to  the  process.  And  the  de- 
fendant also  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the  defendant  would 
not  use  in  the  manufacture  of  muriate  or  sulphate  of  ammonia, 
according  to  such  patent  process,  any  acids  except  acids  bought 
by  him  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  the  defendant  would  not  sell 
any  muriate  or  sulphate  of  ammonia,  produced  by  such  process,  to 
any  person  except  the  plaintiff.  And  the  defendant  further  agreed 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  a  party  to  every  license  to  use  the 
said  patent  process,  in  order  to  bind  the  persons  to  whom  such 
licenses  should  be  granted  to  purchase  of  the  plaintiff  all  the  acids, 
they  might  require  in  the  manufacture  of  muriate  or  sulphate  of 
ammonia  according  to  such  patent  process,  and  to  sell  to  the 
plaintiff  all  the  muriate  and  sulphate  of  ammonia,  that  they  might 
produce  by  means  of  such  process. 

The  agreement  was  for  some  time  acted  upon ;  but  differences 
arising  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  former  in 
March,  1 844,  filed  his  bill  praying  a  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement  of  March,  1841,  the  accounts  consequential  upon  that 
agreement,  and  an  injunction :  and  soon  afterwards  a  motion  was 
made  for  the  injunction  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England, 
and  being  refused  by  his  Honour  it  was  renewed  before  Lord 
Lyndhurst.  The  motion  was  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  in- 
fringing or  evading  the  agreement,  and  in  particular  from  granting 
licenses  in  violation  of  it,  and  from  purchasing  acids  from  any 
other  person  except  the  plaintiff,  and  from  seUing  the  muriate  or 
sulphate  of  ammonia,  produced  by  the  said  patent  process,  to  any 
other  person  except  the  plaintiff. 
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The  opposition  to  the  motion  was  mainly  founded  on  the  want  1846. 

of  matuality.      It  was  ursed   that  the  Court  had   no  power,  ^ 

UlBTKICHS&N 

directlj  or  indirectly,  of  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  perform  the  r.  Cabbubn. 
agreement  on  his  part  for  the  future — ^that  the  pkdntiff  might  HHU  ?.  Oo//. 
Tiolate  the  agreement  the  day  after  the  decree,  and  there  would 
be  no  remedy  for  the  defendant  in  a  court  of  equity ;  that  there 
was  no  n^ative  term  whidi  could  be  laid  hold  of.     All  the  cases 
mentioned  in  Bietrichsen  ▼.  Cabbum  were  referred  to. 

The  ensuing  note  was  some  time  ago  drawn  up  from  remarks, 
which  were  made  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  the  question  for  him  to  consider  was 
whether  there  was  not  some  part  of  the  plaintiff's  agreement, 
which  a  conrt  of  equity  had  no  means  of  compelling  him  to  per- 
form.    It  was  not  a  case  in  which  nothing  remained  to  be  done 
by  the  plaintiff.     If  aU  that  the  plaintiff  had  to  do  under  the 
agreement,  although  not  enforceable  by  the  Court,  had  been 
actiuiUy  done,  there  might  be  a  difference.     The  agreement  was 
not  complete  as  regarded  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff ;  it  was  a  con- 
tinuing transaction.     The  plaintiff  offered  by  his  bill  to  perform 
it  OD  his  part,  but  supposing  that  he  ceased  to  perform  it,  how 
a  performance  to  be  enforced  by  the  Court  ?     The  defendant 
Id  have  a  right  to  say  at  the  hearing,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
decreed,  according  to  his  offer,  to  perform  the  agreement.    But 
"w-omld  not  such  a  decree  be  nugatory  ?    Was  there  not  a  plain  want 
oF  xnutuality  ?     And  if  so,  was  not  that  an  objection  that  must 
pi-erail  at  the  hearing?  and,  being  an  objection  that  must  prevail 
At  the  hearing,  was  it  not  an  insuperable  difficulty  in  the  way  of 
*>^  interlocutory  appHcation  for  an  injunction  ?     In  order  to  see 
wliether  the  doctrine  of  want  of  mutuality  did  not  apply,  just 
^disider  the  notice  of  motion.     The  motion  had  three  objects  : 
^   restrain  the  defendant  from  granting  licenses  in  violation  of 
^^  agreement — from  purchasing  acids  from  any  other  person 
**c«pt  the  plaintiff — and  from  selling  the  muriate  or  sulphate  of 
uxtmonia  to  any  person  except  the  plaintiff.     Take  the  second 
I^'rt  of  the  notice  of  motion.     The  Court  might  restrain  the  de- 
vendant  from  purchasing  the  acids  from  other  persons  than  the 
pUntiff,  but  could  the  Coiut  oblige  the  plaintiff  to  continue  to 
^'^•nttfacture  the  acids  and  supply  the  same  to  the  defendant  ?   If 
1^  could  not,  then  where  was  the  reciprocity  ?     It  would  not  be 
necessary  to  consider  the  other  parts  of  the  notice  of  motion. 
'^  agreement  must  be  taken  as  a  whole ;  and  if  there  was  any 
pvt  that  could  not  be  enforced,  was  it  not  a  sufficient  ground 
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1846.         wby  tbe  Court  should  not  interfere  with  respect  to  the  re- 

V.  Cabbubn.  The  concluding  part  only  of  the  judgment  of  July  related  to  the 

Bilk  ▼.  CroU.    present  suhject.   Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  the  bill  was  filed,  for  the 

purpose  of  calling  on  the  Court  to  declare  that  an  agreement 
shcmld  be  spedfiodly  performed.    That  there  was  no  principle  of 
the  Court  more  clearly  established,  than  that  the  Court  will  not 
decree  an  agreement  to  be  specifically  performed,  unless  it  can 
execute  the  whole  of  the  agreement.    The  question,  therefore,  in 
the  present  case  would  be,  whether  the  Court  had  power,  from  the 
nature  of  the  agreement,  to  execute  every  part  of  it — ^the  whole  of 
it.    That  part  of  the  prayer  for  relief,  and  which  was  consequent 
upon  a  specific  performance,  was  that  the  defendant  should  be  re- 
strained from  purchasing  acids  from  any  body  but  the  plaintiff. 
There  was  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  he 
would  supply  the  acids,  and  there  was  a  stipulation  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  that  he  would  purchase  acids  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  from  no  other  person.     Now  had  the  Court  any  power  what- 
erer  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  comply  with  that  7     Could  the 
Court  order  the  plaintiff  to  continue  the  manufacture  of  acids  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  the  defendant  7     Could  the  Court  call 
upon  him,  if  he  should  not  manufacture  acids,  and  require  him  to 
purchase  acids  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  defendant  ?     It 
was  clear,  he  apprehended,  that  the  Court  had  no  such  power. 
There  were,  indeed,  cases  in  which  the  Court  would  do  indirectly, 
what  it  could  not  do  directly.    A  case  commonly  cited  for  that 
purpose  is  a  case  of  nuisance.     The  Court  would  not  by  any 
direct  order  compel  a  party,  who  had  erected  a  waU,  which  was 
a  nuisance  to  another,  to  pull  down  that ;  but  the  Court  could 
make  an  order  requiring  him  not  to  continue  the  nuisance,  which 
would  have  the  effect  of  compelling  him  to  pull  down  the  wall. 
In  the  case  of  Colnum  ▼.  Morris  (18  Ves.  437)  the  Court  re- 
strained the  plaintiff  from  writing  for  any  other  theatre,  the  Court 
inferring  that  that  would  compel  him,  or  have  the  tendency  to  compel 
him,  to  write  for  the  Haymarket  Theatre.     But  in  the  case  then 
before  the  Court,  it  had  no  power  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  supply 
acids  by  ordering  him  not  to  supply  any  other  person.     That  was 
not  the  agreement,  nor  was  it  ever  intended  that  it  should  be  the 
agreement ;  and  therefore,  unless  the  Court  could  compel  the  plain- 
tiff by  a  direct  order,  to  supply  the  defendant  from  time  to  time  with 
the  acids  that  the  defendant  required,  it  was  quite  clear  that  the 
Court  could  not  execute  all  the  parts  of  the  contract ;  and  the  Court 
could  not  therefore  compel  the  party  specifically  to  perform  the 
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oontnct.    That  it  was  thrown  out  in  the  course  of  the  argument         1846, 

that  the  Court  might  compel  one  party  to  perform  his  part  of  the  DiKTRicHaBiT 

contract,  and  leave  the  other  party  to  his  remedy  at  law.   That  no  v.  Cabbuen. 

such  principle  had  ever  heen  acted  on  in  the  Court ;  that  it  has  BUU  ▼.  CroU, 

been  laid  down  over  and  over  again,  and  in  a  recent  case,  cited  at 

the  har,  before  Sir  Edward  Sugden  {Gervais  v.  Edwards,  2  Dru. 

ft  War.  80),  that  unless  the  Court  could  execute  every  part  of  the 

contract,  it  would  not  compel  a  specific  performance  of  a  part. 

He  was  of  opinion,  therefore,  according  to  the  facts  as  they  then 

stood,  and  according  to  the  statement  of  the  principle  he  had 

nentioned,  that  when  the  cause  came  to  a  hearing  the  Court 

ooQld  not  restrain  the  defendant  from  purchasing  acids  elsewhere, 

because  it  could  not  compel  the  plaintiff  on  his  side  to  furnish  all 

the  acids  that  might  be  necessary  for  the  manufacture  carried  on 

by  the  defendant.    That  if  the  Court  could  not  do  this — if  it  could 

not  restrain  the  defendant  at  the  hearing — it  was  quite  clear  that 

upon  that  interlocutory  application  the  Court  could  not  restrain 

bim  from  purchasing  adds  elsewhere,  and  the  decision  of  the 

Vice-Chancellor  was  therefore  correct.     Hills  v.  Croll,  L.  C. 

July,  1845. 


ROLFE  V.  ROLFE. 

TThe  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  carried  on  the  business  of  injunction 
Wlors  m  partnership  together.     In  September,  1832,  they  dis-  ^|1^^^°^ 
solTed  partnership,  and  by  a  deed  then  executed,  in  consideration  breach  of  part 
^  1,050/.  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant  of  an  agree, 
assigned  his  share  of  the  business  to  the  plaintiff,  and  agreed  that  there' could  be 
be  would  not  carry  on  the  business  of  a  tailor  within  the  distance  no  specific  per- 
of  twenty  miles;  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  that  he  would  employ  the  Jtl^^p^*!  *  ^ 
defendant  as  a  cutter  in  the  business,  so  long  as  the  same  should 
^  carried  on  by  him,  and  so  long  as  the  defendant  should  diligently 
^^  faithfully  attend  to  the  business,  and  devote  the  whole  of  his 
^e  thereto. 

"^e  1,050/.  were  paid,  and  the  business  was  continued  by  the 
pUntifif  alone,  who  employed  the  defendant  as  a  cutter  therein 
^**^  to  October,  1844,  when  there  was  a  dispute  between 
^c  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  in  consequence,  as  the  plaintiff 
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^846.  alleged^  of  the  defendant's  inattention  to  business,  and  the  defen' 
rrmicRtiN  ^^^  thereupon  withdrew  from  the  plaintifTs  employment,  and 
CABBumN.  commenced  business  in  partnership  with  another  person  within 
l^f  V.  Botf§.    the  twenty  miles. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  filed  his  bill  praying  an  injunction,  and 
a  motion  was  made  for  such  injunction  before  the  Vice-Chancellor 
of  England,  when  his  Honour  said,  that  part  of  the  agreement 
was  that  the  plaintiff  should  employ  the  defendant  so  long  as  the 
business  should  be  carried  on  by  him,  or  so  long  as  the  defendant 
should  diligently  and  faithfully  attend  to  the  business  and  devote 
all  his  time  thereto.  It  was,  therefore,  in  the  power  of  the 
plaintiff  to  determine  this  part  of  the  agreement  by  not  carrying 
on  the  business,  and  for  the  defendant  to  determine  it  by  not 
faithfully  and  diligently  attending  to  the  business  and  devoting 
to  it  all  his  time.  It  was  optional  to  either  party  to  put  an  end 
to  it.  It  was  obvious,  for  this  and  other  reasons,  that  this  was  a 
part  of  the  agreement  with  which  a  court  of  equity  could  not 
interfere.  But  it  by  no  means  followed,  as  had  been  argued, 
because  part  of  the  agreement  was  optional,  and  there  could  be 
no  specific  performance  of  it,  that  therefore  that  part  of  the 
agreement,  which  was  absolute,  should  not  be  enforced  by  an 
injunction.  There  was  the  consideration  of  1,050/.  which  the 
defendant  had  received  from  the  plaintiff  not  to  carry  on  the 
business,  and  that  was  a  part  of  the  agreement,  which  the  Court 
could  by  means  of  its  injunction  enforce  without  difficulty. 
That  was  totally  distinct  from  that  part  of  the  agreement  with 
which  the  Court  could  not  interfere.  There  might  be  cases,  in 
which  the  part,  in  respect  of  which  the  injuncticm  was  sought, 
was  so  blended  with  the  rest,  that  the  injunction  could  only 
be  regarded  as  auxiliary.  That  might,  or  might  not,  be  a  reason 
for  the  Court  declining  to  interfere.  Here  the  bill  asked  no  rdief 
except  to  restrain  the  carrying  on  of  the  trade.  That  part  td  the 
agreement  was  perfectly  plain.  The  injunction  must  therelbie  be 
granted.    Rof/e  v.  Rol/e,  V.  C.  Eng.,  January,  1846. 


\ 
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HOPNER  V.  BRODRIPP.  ^ . ' 

DlBTRICRSKN 

The  defendant  was  the  lessee  under  the  plaintiff  of  a  public  ' 

house.    The  lease  contained  a  covenant  that  the  defendant  would  Brodripp. 

use  and  keep  open  the  premises  as  a  public  house,  provided  the  The  Court  will 

proper  licenses  could  be  obtained :  and  that  he  would  use  his  best  F^"^  ^  ^"' 

-t  1      .  10    11*  i.  .  .  junction  to  re- 

endeaTonrs  to  obtain  a  renewal  of  the  hcense  from  time  to  time ;  strain  a  defend, 
and  that  he  the  defendant  would  not  do,  or  cause,  or  permit,  or  f  "*  ^om  vlolat. 
suffer  to  be  done,  any  acts  whatever  whereby  the  license  might  ^^^  j„  ^  ^* 
become  forfeited  or  be  refused.     The  business  of  the  public  house  agreement,  al. 
baving  become  unproductive,  the  defendant  determined  to  dis-  a«J^nient*be 
continue  it,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  filed  his  bill,  and  obtained  such  that  there 
/rom  the  Yioe-Chancellor  an  injunction  ex  parte  to  restrain  the  ^^  *'^' 
defendant  from  discontinuing  to  use  and  keep  open  the  premises  ance. 
ns  a  public  house,  and  from  discontinuing  to  renew  the  license, 
provided  the  same  could  be  obtained. 

A  motion  was  made  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  upon  the  ground 
that  a  court  of  equity  cannot  enforce  by  a  negative  order,  what 
it  cannot  enforce  by  a  positive  order. 

The  Yice-Chancellor  said  that  the  observation  was  just.     The 

CZ^ourt  ought  not  to  have  granted  an  injunction  restraining  the 

defendant  from  discontinuing  to  use  and  keep  open  the  premises 

^L^    a  public  house,  and  from  discontinuing  to  renew  the  license, 

pa-<ovided  the  same  could  be  obtained.    That  that  was  tantamount 

ordering  him  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  pubhc-house 

^^cper,  and  was  a  species  of  order  that  the  Court  had  no  juris- 

ion  to  make.  That  he  had,  however,  no  doubt  whatever  of  the 

■"isdiction  of  the  Court  to  restrain  a  party  from  doing  such  acts 

he  had  undertaken  not  to  do,  although  it  might  not  be  able  to 

•Ynpel  him  to  perform  the  acts,  which  he  had  undertaken  that  he 

iild  perform.     The  subjects  of  jurisdiction  were  wholly  dis- 

Here  the  injunction  was  undoubtedly  wrong :  but  it  would 

.^we  been  right,  if  it  had  restrained  the  defendant  from  doing 

ir     causing,   or  permitting  or  suffering  to  be  done,   any  acts 

li«reby  the    license    might    become    forfeited  or  be  refused. 

J^€^pnery.  Brodripp,  V,  C.  May,  1840. 
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DlBTRICHBBN 

V.  Cabburn. 

Duke  qfBed' 
ford  ▼.  BHiuh 
Mwteum, 


Lord  Eldon, 
although  he 
assumed  an 
action  would 
lie»  yet,  under 
the  circum- 
stances, refused 
an  injunction  to 
restrain  the 
breach  of  a 
covenant 
against  build- 
ing. 

Some  dicta 
upon  recipro- 
city. 


THE  DUKE  OF  BEDFORD  v.  BRITISH  MUSEUM. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  argument  of  Dietrichsen  v.  Cabburn 
mcidentally  mentioned  this  case  as  showing  that,  where  the  defen- 
dant has  violated  his  covenant  or  contract,  the  Court  may  exercise 
its  jurisdiction  hy  injunction,  although  it  might  not  be  able  to 
control  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff.  Lord  Eldon  refused  the  injunction, 
not  by  reason  of  the  defect  of  jurisdiction  occasioned  by  the  absence 
of  reciprocity,  but  because  the  plaintiff  and  the  former  Dukes  of 
Bedford  had  so  acted  that  it  would  have  been  inequitable  for  the 
Court  to  interfere. 

The  case  is  printed  at  great  length,  2  M.  &  K.  552,  from  papers 
furnished  by  the  late  Mr.  Jacob.  The  ensuing  account  has  been 
drawn  up  in  part  from  papers  communicated  in  1834  to  Lord 
Brougham  (see  1 .  Rep.  temp.  Brougham,  and  2  Myl.  &  K.  545), 
but  principally  from  notes  made  by  the  reporter,  for  his  own  in- 
struction, when  the  motion  was  heard.  The  reader  will  probably 
think,  that  it  places  the  doctrine  in  a  stronger  light  than  the  pub- 
lished report. 

By  an  indenture  dated  in  June,  1675,  Lord  William  Russell 
and  Lady  Rachel  his  wife,  in  consideration  of  i£2,600,  sold  and 
conveyed  to  the  Duke  of  Montagu  seven  acres  of  ground  adjoin- 
ing Southampton  House,  the  property  of  Lady  Rachel.  In  the 
deed  it  was  stated  that  the  object  of  the  Duke  of  Montagu  was 
to  erect  a  mansion  and  make  a  garden  for  himself  and  fomily.  In 
this  deed  was  a  covenant  that  if  he  should  erect  any  building, 
which  should  extend  northward  beyond  the  range  and  building  of 
Southampton  House,  other  than  a  summer  house  or  banqueting 
house  for  the  accommodation  of  the  garden  to  be  made  in  the  said 
ground,  he  should  forfeit  three  pounds  a  day.  There  was  no 
covenant  that  Lady  Rachel  should  not  build  on  the  ground  adjoin- 
ing the  seven  acres.  Considering,  however,  the  situation  of  South- 
ampton House  and  gardens  with  reference  to  the  seven  acres,  it 
was  obvious  that  the  consequence  of  building  houses  on  the  land, 
adjoining  the  seven  acres  northward,  would  be  much  the  same,  as 
regarded  Southampton  House,  as  building  houses  in  violation  of 
the  covenant  (a).     The  manifest  design  of  the  covenant  was  that 


(a)  A  reference  to  the  map  of 
the  Parish  of  St.  Giles  in  the 
Field8,in  Stow's  Survey  by  Strype, 
vol.  2,  p.  76,  edit.  1755,  and  to 
the    print    of   Southampton    or 


Bloomsbury  Square  in  the  same 
vol.  p.  82,  will  render  this  quite  in- 
telligible. It  will  be  seen  that  the 
gardens  of  Southampton  House 
and   of    Montagu    House    were 
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from  the  back  windows  of  Southampton  House  there  should  be         1B46. 
an  nninterrapted  view  of  the  fields  to  the  north. — ^The  mansion  DimucHtiiK' 
known  by  the  name  of  Montagu  House  was  erected  on  the  seven  v.  Cabbukn. 
acres,  and  was  in  the  reign  of  George  the  Second  purchased  by  Duke  qfBed- 
government  and  is  now  the  British  Museum.  Southampton  House,  ^FT^  ^'  Briiitk 
which  stood  on  the  north  side  of  Bloomsbury  Square  (b),  had 
become  vested  in  the  Dukes  of  Bedford  as  the  heirs  of  Lady 
Bachel,  and  was  in  1800  pulled  down  and  streets  were  erected  on 
the  site. 

In  1822  the  trustees  of  the  Museum  began  to  erect  wings  to 

Montagu  House  for  the  reception  of  the  Elgin  Marbles,  and  which 

woe  intended  to  extend  northward  considerably  beyond  what  was 

the  line  of  the  range  and  building  of  Southampton  House.     The 

Duke  of  Bedford  thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  trustees  of 

the  Museum,  and  moved  for  an  injunction  before  Sir  John  Leach, 

and  not  obtaining  it  (his  Honour  declined  to  interfere  until  the 

plaintiff  should  have  recovered  damages  at  law)   he  renewed 

his  motion  before  Lord  Eldon. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  said  that  Sir  John  Leach 
luid  thought  there  was  a  question  as  to  the  covenant  running  with 


eontignous  in  thor  whole  extent, 
<Qd  that  beyond  the  gardens — of 
coiATsetothe  north — werethe  open 
^  A,  caUed  Southampton  fields. 
C&)  An  antiquarian  lawyer  may 
^  ezcosedfor  noticing  here  a  mis- 
^*^«  made  by   Pennant    in  his 
^x^doD. — It  is  there  said  that 
Sc^'xxthampton  Buildings,  Chancery 
^xxe,  is  built  on  the  site  of  South- 
'ii&pton  House,  the  mansion  of 
^e  ^riothesleys.  Earls  of  South- 
vix^litoD,  and   that   when   Lord 
Viliuun  Russell  passed  by  the 
^uie  on  his  way  to  execution  he 
kK>ked  towards  it,  &c.    The  anec- 
dote may  be  found  in  Bishop 
Burnet's  Journal.     The  Bishop 
of  coone  could  make  nosnchmis- 
^e:  *'  As  we  came  to  turn  into 
1^  Queen  Street  he  said,  I  have 
often  turned  to  the  other  hand 
^  greatcomfort,  but  now  I  turn 
to  thii  with  greater,  and  looked 


towards  his  own  house,"  &e. 
This  error  of  Pennant  is  the  more 
remarkable  as  in  another  part  of 
the  volume  it  is  noticed  that  South- 
ampton House  formed  one  side 
of  Bloomsbury  Square,  and  that 
from  it  the  amiable  relict  of  William 
Lord  Russell  dated  her  letters, 
that  being  her  residence  till  her 
death  in  1723.  She  died  at  her 
house  in  Bloomsbury,  the  29th 
Sept.  in  that  year.  (Wiffen's 
Memoirs  of  the  House  of  Rus- 
sell.) —  Southampton  Buildings, 
Chancery  Lane,  was,  however, 
once  the  site  of  a  mansion  called 
Southampton  House,  the  proper- 
ty of  the  Earls  of  Southampton 
and  the  residence  of  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Wriothesley,  the  first  Earl, 
who  was  buried  in  the  church  of 
the  parish  in  which  Southampton 
Buildingsis  situated(St.  Andrew's, 
Holborn). 
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1846.  the  land,  and  the  defendants  heiug  bound  by  it,  and  he  required 
DiETRicusKN  ^^*^  ^^*^  point  should  be  settled  at  law,  and  that  damages  should 
V.  CABBuaN.  be  recovered  before  he  granted  any  injunction.  It  was  submitted, 
Duke  qf  Bed-  however,  that  this  was  wholly  immaterial.  It  mattered  not 
Mweum"        whether  damages  could  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  in  an  action, 

or  not.     That  the  Court  constantly  interfered  by  injunction  when 
in  a  legal  point  of  view  the  covenant  might  be  defective.     In  the 
Court  below  it  had  been  suggested,  although  not  much  insisted 
upon,  that  the  Court  should  consider  what  were  the  reciprocal 
rights  and  remedies  of  the  defendants;  but  that  was  not  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  the  Court  interfered  by  injunction.     Whatever 
the  defendants  might  be  entitled  to — whether  they  were  entitled 
to  anything  or  nothing — ^the  Court  ought  to  interfere  if  there  was 
an  agreement  not  to  build.     Reciprocity  in  such  a  case  was  of  no 
consequence.     The  question  was  whether  the  party,  under  whom 
the  defendants  claimed,  had  not  stipulated  that  he  would  not  do  a 
certain  act^     If  that  was  so  the  Court  would  enjoin  him  from  vio- 
lating that  stipulation.     That  where  a  matter  remains  in  contract 
the  Court  will  enjoin  the  defendant  from  violating  his  agreement, 
although  the  case  be  not  one  for  specific  performance,  unless  the 
plaintiff  has  done  anything  disentitling  him  to  the  aid  of  a  coiurt 
of  equity.     That  it  was  the  same  with  respect  to  a  covenant : 
where  it  was  plain  from  the  words  of  the  covenant  what  was  the 
act  to  be  abstained  from  by  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
observed  the  covenant  on  his  part,  the  Court  would  prevent  a 
departure  from  it  by  the  defendant.     It  had  been  thrown  out  that 
the  Russell  family  had  not  acted  in  good  faith  in  surrounding  Mon- 
tagu House  and  gardens  with  houses,  but  taking  the  whole  of  the 
deed  together  it  was,  it  was  submitted,  clear  that  it  was  contem- 
plated to  build  on  part  of  the  ground  adjoining  Montagu  House. 
Therewas  nothing  that  could  fairly  be  considered  as  imposing  upon 
the  Russell  family  the  obhgation  of  keeping  the  fields  open.     All 
that  was  thus  thrown  out  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  was  mere 
conjecture.   There  was  no  stipulation  in  the  deed  that  the  Russell 
family  should  not  build.     On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  nothing 
rested  in  conjecture.     There  was  an  express  covenant.     It  was 
manifest  from  that  covenant  that  it  never  was  intended,  that  any 
buildings  should  be  erected  on  the  ground  sold  to  the  Duke  of 
Montagu  to  the  northward  of  the  line  of  Southampton  House, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  therefore  to  the  injunction  asked. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  said  that  there  was  no 
occasion  to  dispute  the  doctrine  put  forward  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff.     That  assuming  nothing  had  been  done  by  him  or  his 
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predecesiOTs  inconsistent  with  the  obvious  intention  of  the  parties  1846. 

to  the  deed  of  June  1675,  it  was  not  necessary  to  contend  that  he  ^ 

UlBTKICBBMN 

might  not  be  entitled  to  an  injunction.     It  was  manifest,  however,  9.  CABBumr. 
from  the  terms  of  the  deed,  although  there  was   no  express  Duit  of  Bed- 
stipulation,  that  it  was  not  meant  that  the  heirs  of  Ladj  Rachel  •^''  ^-  ^^^'"^ 
should  build  on  the  ground  to  the  north  of  Southampton  House. 
Such  a  thing  was  never  contemplated.     The  object  of  the  deed 
was  that  both  Southampton  House  and  Montagu  House  should 
have  an  uninterrupted  view  to  the  north.     But  Southampton 
House  had  been  long  since  demolished.     Large  tracts  of  ground 
to  the  north  of  it  had  been  let  on  building  leases  by  the  Russell 
familj.     The  plaintiff,  or  those  under  whom  he  claimed,  having 
done  that  which  rendered  the  covenant  no  longer  of  any  import- 
ance, the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  the  extraordinary  assistance 
of  an  injunction. 

Lord  Eldon  refused  to  grant  the  injunction.     A  large  propor* 
tion  of  the  following  remarks  were,  if  the  reporter  remembers 
rightly,  made  bj  his  Lordship  whilst  the  argument  was  proceed- 
ing.   He  said  he  quite  agreed  in  thinking  it  unnecessary  to  go 
into  the  question  whether  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land ;  not 
upon  the  grounds  stated,  as  to  which  it  was  unnecessary  to  say 
anything,  but  because  it  by  no  means  followed  if  an  action  would 
li^  that  equity  would  interfere.     As   to   reciprocity,  that  was 
material  in  cases  of  specific  performance.     In  injunction  there 
ouy  not  be  reciprocity,  and  yet  the  Court  acts ;  and  there  may 
^  rmprocity,  and  it  will  not  act.     There  migh^  be  nothing  that 
a  defendant  could  claim   from  a  court  of  equity,  and  yet  the 
plaintiff  might  have  a  title  to  the  intervention  of  the  Court.    Not 
^  however  where  the  plaintiffs  complained  of  something  which,  if 
it  was  a  violation  of  the  words  of  the  covenant,  might  be  justified 
^J  the  circumstance  that  he  had  himself  previously  violated  the 
^nifest  intention  of  it.     He  would  say  nothing  as  to  whether 
the  defendants  or  the  Duke  of  Montagu  could  ever  have  had  an 
injunction  against  the  Russell  family  from  erecting  the  buildings, 
^hich  covered  the  ground  to  the  north  of  Southampton  I^ouse. 
He  would  take  it  for  granted  that  an  action  could  be  sustained 
W  the  plaintiff  under  the  covenant.     It  did  not,  however,  follow 
^m  that  that  he  had  a  right  to  the  better  mode  of  relief,  which 
*  court  of  equity  affords  by  injunction.     Although  reciprocity 
^  immaterial,  yet  it  was  not  immaterial  to  consider  what  the 
^'lasell  family  had  done.     It  was  material  to  consider  what  the 
^'^ll  family  had  done,  not  only  with  reference  to  Southampton 
House,  but  also  with  reference  to  Montagu  House.     The  Russell 
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1846.  family  by  their  mode  of  dealing  with  Southampton  House  and  its 
DuTEicanif  ^^*  '"^^  ^^  ground  adjoining  to  the  north,  had  rendered  the 
V.  Cabbuut.  covenant  of  no  moment,  and  had  shown  that  they  considered  it 
DbIw  qfBed"  of  no  moment.  The  owners  of  that  mansion  were  the  first  to  ob- 
^Mmi^mL^^^  struct  the  view  by  the  buildings  they  erected,  and  they  had  actu- 
ally demolished  it  and  covered  the  site  with  houses.  There  was 
an  end  of  the  design  with  which  the  express  covenant  was  required 
and  executed.  But  there  was  another  circumstance  in  the  case. 
It  was  true  there  was  no  express  covenant  in  the  deed  that  those, 
who  came  after  I^ady  Bachel  Russell,  should  not  build  dose  to  the 
gardens  of  Mont^u  House ;  but  the  plain  intention  of  the  parties 
was,  that  that  should  not  be  done,  and  yet  the  gardens  had  long 
since  been  surrounded  by  buildings  overlooking  them  in  all  direc- 
tions; possibly  without  any  objection,  by  reason  of  Montagu 
House  having  ceased  to  be  inhabited  by  a  nobleman's  family  (a). 
The  Duke  of  Montagu's  object  however  was,  that  Montagu  House 
should  be  the  town  residence  of  himself  and  his  descendants. 
He  must  have  looked  upon  Southampton  House,  which  had  been 
built  not  many  years  before,  as  a  residence  of  the  same  descrip- 
tion (b).  He  never  could  have  contemplated  that  it  would  be 
pulled  down,  and  the  garden  covered  with  houses  and  streets. 
This  may  account  for  the  absence  of  covenants  on  the  part  oi 
Lady  Bachel  Russell  not  to  erect  buildings  to  the  north  of  South- 
ampton House.  Such  a  thing  was  not  imagined.  If  houses  had 
been  erected  to  the  north  of  Southampton  Houses  overlooking  the- 
gardens  of  Montagu  House,  immediately  after  the  Duke  of  M(m- 
tagu  had  completed  his  house  and  laid  out  his  garden,  must  that 
not  have  been  regarded  as  against  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  the  deed?  Streets  had  been  erected,  excluding  any  view 
from  Southampton  House  of  anything  north  of  it.  The  acts 
of  the  Russell  family  themselves  had  destroyed  the  purpose 
for  which  the  covenant  was  inserted  in  the  deed  of  June, 
1675.  All  this  being  clearly  against  the  intention  of  the  parties 
at  the  time,  if  the  plaintiff  desired  any  remedy  he  must  have  re- 
course to  his  deed.  Under  such  circumstances  he  could  not  come 
into  a  court  of  equity,  and  have  an  injunction  where  it  would  be 
inequitable  that  it  should  be  granted.     If  parties  have  so  dealt 

(a)  The  first  Duke  of  Montagu  at  Whitehall  was  completed, 
died  in  1705.     Pennant  says,  that         (6)  It  was  built  after  a  design 

the  second   Duke  and  Duchess  of  Inigo  Jones :  but  not,  if  ^ 

lived  only  in  one  of  the  wings  of  reporter's  memory  be  correct,  in 

Montagu  House  till  their  house  his  lifetime.    He  died  in  1652. 
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respect  to  the  legal  rights,  that  the  ohject  of  the  one  party         1846. 
'fras  defeated,  the  other  was  not  to  he  permitted  to  do  what  he  p^       " 
pleased.     One  party  was  not  to  call  the  other  to  an  account  for  v.  CABsuiur. 
doing  that  which  he  himself  had  done,  merely  because  the  deed  Duke  qf  Bed' 
in  express  terms  prohibited  the  one,  but  did  not  in  express  terms  -^     ^'  ^"^^^ 
prohibit  the  other.     The  course  of  the  Court,  as  long  as  he  had 
Icnown  it,  had  always  been  to  tell  parties  so  circumstanced  that 
^laey  must  confine  themselves  to  their  legal  remedies,  if  they  had 
ly ;  and  not  come  and  ask  of  the  Court  to  give  them  more 
■^lief  than,  could  be  obtained  in  courts  of  law.     Duke  of  Bedford 
ir.    BritUh  Museum,  L.  C.  July,  1822. 


i 


WILLIAMS  V.  WILLIAMS  (a).  Case  of 

There  is  a  report  of  a  motion  for  the  injunction  in  this  suit,  2  WitUanu, 
anst.  253.  Sir  Samuel  Romilly  moved  for  and  obtained  the  ^  Swaust.  253, 
miction.  The  author  of  the  present  volume  of  Reports  had 
l^^r^cpared  the  bill,  and  upon  that  occasion  held  the  junior  brief, 
as  he  has  preserved  a  fuller  note  of  the  case  than  that,  which 
published,  it  has  appeared  to  him  that  it  will  not  be  without 
^*tility  to  insert  it  in  this  place.  It  will  be  seen  on  reference  to 
subsequent  authorities  of  the  same  class  that  it  is  generally 
,  and  that  it  has  been  occasionally  relied  upon  for  a  doctrine 
^^l:^ch,  when  the  circumstances  are  stated  with  more  detail,  does 
^^<^'(  appear  to  have  been  involved  in  it,  and  which  doctrine  it  is 
^"t^prehended  needs  no  such  support. 

The  circumstances  were  as  follows :    the  plaintiffs  and  the 

^^^f^endant  were  engaged  as  partners  in  running  coaches  between 

""--^^iidon  and  Reading,  each  having  an  equal  share  in  the  concern, 

were  seised  and  possessed  of  real  and  personal  property  used 

the  purposes  of  the  business,  consisting  of  a  farm  and  lands 

the  usual  stock,  stables,  and  other  buildings,  coaches,  horses, 

^^L^ness,  and  other  effects  of  that  kind.     In  the  month  of  Novem- 

^-^^*',  1817,  they  agreed  to  dissolve  the  partnership,  and  executed 

^^  tieed  for  that  purpose,  the  terms  of  which  were  as  follows :  the 

^^fendant  was  to  purchase  from  the  plaintiffs  their  two-third 

^^  Ares  of  the  farm  and  stock,  at  a  price  to  be  ascertained  by  valu- 

^-^on,  and  the  defendant  was  to  sell  to  the  plaintiffs  his  one-third 

^^are  of  the  stables  and  other  buildings,  coaches,  horses,  harness, 

^Xkd  other  effects,  and  of  the  goodwill,  the  price  in  like  manner  to 

^^^  ascertained  by  valuation.     The  expenses  of  making  out  the 

V^le  to  the  fiurm  and  to  the  stables  and  other  buildings,  and  of  the 

(a)  See  before,  page  78. 
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Williams  ▼. 
Williams. 


conveyances  of  the  same  respectively,  were  to  be  borne  equally  by 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant.  The  price  to  be  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant for  the  purchase  of  the  plaintiffs'  two-third  shares  of  the 
farm  and  stock  was  to  go  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  price  to  be 
received  by  him  for  the  sale  of  his  one-third  share  of  the  stables 
and  other  buildings,  coaches,  horses,  and  goodwill.  The  accounts 
of  receipts  and  payments  of  the  plaintififs  and  defendant  in  respect 
of  the  different  coaches,  and  of  the  business  generally,  were  im- 
mediately to  be  taken  and  adjusted.  The  debts  owing  from,  con- 
siderably exceeding  those  owing  to,  the  concern,  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  defendant  were  respectively  to  contribute  their  proportion  of 
the  excess.  Lastly,  the  defendant  covenanted  and  agreed  that 
he  would  not  at  any  time  thereafter,  directly  or  indirectly,  engage 
or  be  concerned  in  any  coach  from  London  to  Reading,  or  any 
other  coach  which  might  injure,  or  tend  to  injure,  the  plaintiffs' 
trade,  and  he  agreed  to  execute  a  bond  in  the  penalty  of  2000/. 
for  binding  himself  to  that  effiect. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  partnership  was  dissolved. 
The  plaintiffs'  two-third  shares  in  the  farm  and  stock  were  valued, 
and  the  defendant's  one-third  share  of  the  stables  and  other  build- 
ings, coaches,  horses,  and  goodwiU  was  also  valued,  and  the  differ- 
ence was,  by  the  defendant's  desire,  retained  by  the  plaintiff « in 
part  payment  of  his  proportion  of  the  outstanding  debts.  Posses- 
sion was  given  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  of  the  entire 
farm  and  stock,  and  the  defendant  suffered  the  plaintiff  to  have 
exclusive  possession  of  the  stables  and  other  buildings,  coaches, 
horses,  and  business.  In  consequence  of  delays,  occasioned  by  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant,  the  accounts  had  not  been  settled  and 
adjusted,  and  in  particular  the  defendant  had  refused  to  account 
for  a  sum  of  1000/.,  or  thereabouts,  the  earnings  of  one  of  the 
coaches,  come  to  his  hands  during  the  partnership.  In  this  state 
of  things  the  defendant,  in  violation  of  his  covenant,  began  to  run 
a  coach  from  Pangboume  about  six  miles  beyond  Reading  to  Lon- 
don, and  back  again.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  filed  their  biU, 
setting  forth  the  agreement  verbatim,  and  stating  the  above-men- 
tioned facts  in  detail,  and  praying  a  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement,  the  execution  of  the  2000/.  bond,  all  the  accounts  and 
other  relief  consequent  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  running  of  the  coach. 

Lord  Eldon  granted  the  injunction,  merely  observing  he  was 
not  quite  sure  that  he  was  not  degrading  the  dignity  of  the  Court 
by  interfering  in  such  a  matter.  (See  a  passage  in  the  judgment 
in  Smith  v.  Fromont,  2  Swanst.  332.)  Willianu  {S.  ^  T.)  v. 
TT.  S.  miliams,  L.  C.  June,  181«. 
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1834. 
June. 


WILLIAM  CLAYTON,    BART.  v.   THE    AT-  ^ 
RNEY  GENERAL,  EARL  GREY,  VISCOUNT  Claytons 
rHORP,  ROBERT  VERNON  SMITH,  FRAN-  ^^^^^ 
I  THOMAS  BARING,  AND  THE  HONOUR. 
LE  GEORGE  PONSONBY  (a). 


in  stated  that  the  Manor  of  Kennington  with  the  de-  The  case  of  the 
lands  thereof  is  parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  Duchy  du^w  ^  com- 
rnwall,  and  such  demesne  lands  were  and  had  been  ^^ 
f  granted  or  demised  for  terms  of  years  at  fixed  annual 
and  such  leases  had  been  constantly  renewed  at  Fines 
thitherto  had  been  assessed  in  a  certain  and  esta- 
1  manner.  That  such  grants  or  demises  of  the  said  de- 
lands  had  been  at  all  times  made  to  a  few  persons  only, 
lereby  became  the  chief  or  inmiediate  tenants  to  the 
I  of  Cornwall,  but  by  whom  the  lands  had  been  again 
f  demised  or  sublet  in  small  portions  to  under-tenants. 


rhe  enBoing  case  is  not 
Bated  as  belonging  to  the 
ass  as  Dietrtchsen  y.  Cab' 
trat  because  the  reporter 
mi  firequently  asked  to 
it,  and  does  not  think  it 
le  that  a  more  convenient 
rnity  of  his  doing  so  will 

The  judgment  was  to 
trmed  part  of  the  second 

of  the  Reports  tempore 
rongham.  The  preface  to 
t  Tolume  explains  the  mo- 
hat  work.  The  judgment 
>  of  those  selected  at  the 
of  the  distinguished  jurist 
itesman  there  alluded  to, 
ding  a  peculiar  specimen 
Brougham's  juridical  style. 
ge  at  page  1 39,  (the  reader 
iTe  no  difficulty  in  dis- 
g  which,)  was  greatly  ad- 
by  him.    The  reporter  (at 


the  risk  of  heing  twitted  for 
vanity  in  inserting  the  anecdote 
in  this  place)  must  mention  that 
once  in  the  "  Gallery"*  of  Hol- 
land House,  he  recited  that  pas- 
sage to  Lord  Melbourne  and  the 
late  Lord  Holland,  when  the  latter 
said  it  brought  to  his  mind  the 
style  of  Lord  Thurlow,  in  some  of 
his  speeches  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  on  subjects  partly  judicial 
and  partly  political.  The  judg- 
ment is  printed  from  a  copy  put 
into  type,  and  corrected  hy  Lord 
Brougham,  as  long  ago  as  Nov. 
1835. 


*  "That  venerable  chamber,  in  which 
all  the  antique  gny'itj  of  a  college  was 
80  singularly  blended  with  all  that  fe- 
male grace  and  wit  could  devise  to 
embellish  a  drawing-room." 


H 
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1834.         That  large  portions  of  such  demesne  lands,  and  particularlj 
Clayton  ».       such  parts  thereof  as  were  thereinafter  described,  were  origin- 

GbiwullT'  *"y  ^^  ^^^y  ^'^^^®  ^^  ^^  value,  being  marshy  and  wholly  un- 
cultivated, and  requiring  a  great  expenditure,  to  an  amount 
exceeding  the  full  value  thereof,  before  the  same  could  be 
made  applicable  to  any  useful  purpose.  That  in  consequence 
thereof,  and  in  order  to  promote  the  cultivation,  draining, 
and  improvement  of  the  said  lands,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  provide  for  a  just  corresponding  increase  of  the  revenue 
of  the  said  Duchy,  a  certain  fixed  tenure  or  mode  of  letting 
(the  date  andcommencement  of  which  were  unknown)  was  in- 
troduced, and  had  been  uniformly  established  and  adhered  to, 
whereby  the  said  lands  had  been  from  time  to  time  let  to  the 
tenants  and  their  assigns,  at  certain  small  fixed  annual 
rents,  and  such  leases  or  demises  had  been  from  time  to  time 
renewed  on  payment  of  reasonable  fines  ascertained  by  a 
certain  and  fixed  mode  of  calculation,  which  fines  had  in  all 
cases  never  exceeded  the  amount  of  two  years^  gross  rent, 
deducting  one  third  for  repairs  and  other  out-goings,  or 
what  was  deemed  equivalent  thereto,  one  and  a  half  year's 
net  value  of  the  lands  demised,  and  thus  the  tenants  having 
a  certain  established  right  were  encouraged  to  improve  the 
said  estates,  and  the  Duchy  derived  the  benefit  thereof  in 
the  augmented  fines  of  successive  renewals.  That  pursuant 
to  such  custom  certain  portions  of  the  said  demesne  lands 
thereinafter  described  had,  from  a  period  beyond  memory, 
from  time  to  time  been  granted  and  demised  by  the  Dukes 
of  Cornwall  for  the  time  being  to  persons,  under  whom  the 
ancestors  of  the  plaintiff  derived  title,  and  to  the  plaintiff 
and  his  ancestors  for  terms  of  years,  and  that  in  all  such 
leases  a  rent  therein  called  and  being  an  ancient  yearly  rent 
of  16/.  lOs.  9d.  had  been  constantly  reserved  and  made 
payable,  and  such  leases  had  according  to  the  custom  been 
renewable,  and  had  in  fact  from  time  to  time  been  renewed, 
in  consideration  of  the  payment  on  each  renewal  of  a  reason- 
able fine  or  premium,  which  had  been  uniformly  calculated 
and  assessed  according  to  and  in  conformity  with  such  esta- 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY.  99 

blished  rule  and  standard  as  aforesaid.     That  the  legi&-         1834^ 
lature  had  in  several  instances,  some  of  which  were  therein-  Clayton  v. 
after  set  forth,  interfered  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  gS^raT" 
tenants  of  the  said  lands  from  wrong  and  injury  done  to 
them  by  violations  of  such  tenure  or  custom,  and  also  for 
better  establishing  and  securing  to  such  tenants  the  enjoy- 
ment of  their  estates  and  interests.     That  before  the  passing 
of  the  statutes  next  thereinafter  set  forth,  the  estates  of 
the  tenants  of  the  said  lands  and  premises,  although  of 
customary  right  renewable  as  aforesaid,  were  liable  to  be 
determined  at  law  by  the  demise  of  the  Duke  of  Cornwall 
for  the  time  being,  whereby  it  sometimes  happened  that  re^ 
newab  were  required  of  the  said  tenants  more  often  than  was 
just,  and  for  remedy  thereof  it  was  determined  and  agreed, 
that  the  estates  to  be  thenceforth  granted  to  the  said  tenants 
should  be  for  terms  certain  of  thirty-one  years  or  three 
lives,  at  the  ancient  annual  fixed  rents,  with  the  intent  and 
meaning,  and  which  had  been  thitherto  adhered  to,  that  the 
nune  should  be  renewed  during  such  terms  at  fines  assessed 
according  to  such  rule  or  standard  as  aforesaid.     That  for 
giving  effect  to  such  purpose  as  aforesaid,  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment was  passed  in  the  twenty-first  of  the  reign  of  King 
lames  I.  (cap.  29),  and  entituled,  &c.  [The  bill  here  set  forth 
considerable  portions  of  this  Act]  (a).    That  from  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  last  mentioned  Act  the  tenants 
of  the  said  lands  and  premises  held  and  enjoyed  fixed  estates 
therein  for  terms  of  thirty-one  years  or  three  lives  at  the 
aoeient  and  accustomed  rents,  and  which  were  usually 
''^ewed,  or  held  renewable,  according  to  such  last  mentioned 
Act  of  Parliament  of  the  twenty-first  James,  and  the  estar 
bliahed  rule  or  custom,  as  aforesaid.     That  in  the  interval 

{*)  ItmQ  be  seen  too  that  con-  well  be  omitted.    The  judgment 

"^^ble  portions  of  other  Acts  of  refers  to  several  Acts  of  the  same 

^^i^ent  relative  to  the  Duchy  kind,  which  the  bill  does  not  no- 

*^  let  forth  by  the  bill ;  but  all  tice.    Care  has  been  taken  both 

^eie  Acts  are  so  easy  of  reference,  in  the  statement  of  the  bill  and 

t^  it  has  been  considered  that  in  the  judgment  to  specify  the 

^^^  psrts  of  the  bill  might  very  chapters. 

u2 
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1834.  between  the  death  and  martyrdom  of  his  Majesty  King 
Clatton  v.  Charles  I.  and  the  restoration  of  his  Majesty  King  Charles 
Attornxy-       II.  no  renewals  of  the  said  leases  or  grants  could  be  or  were 

legally  made,  whereby  at  the  time  of  such  restoration  the 
estates  and  terms  granted  to  the  tenants  of  the  sud  lands 
and  premises  as  aforesaid  had  either  determined,  or  were 
about  to  determine;  but  nevertheless  the  rightof  such  tenants 
to  the  customary  renewal  of  their  said  estates  was  expressly 
recognized  and  admitted  immediately  after  the  restoration 
of  King  Charles  II.,  and  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed 
in  the  thirteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Charles  II. 
(stat.  2,  cap.  4),  entituled,  &c.  [See  the  note  ante  page  99.] 
That  the  only  exception  to  the  constant  renewal  of  the  said 
leases  at  fines  of  such  amount  as  aforesaid,  and  with  a  reser- 
vation of  the  said  ancient  yearly  rent  of  16/.  10^.  9cf.  was 
made  in  the  twenty-third  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Charles 
II.   when   upon    the  occasion  of   a    renewal,   grant,  or 
demise  of  the  aforesaid  lands  to  Robert  Clayton,  Knight, 
the  ancestor  of  the  plaintiff,  an  annual  rent  of  50/.  was 
reserved  instead  of  the  aforesaid  ancient  rent  of  16/.  10«.  9d. 
taking  at  the  same  time  the  accustomed  fine  on  renewal, 
which  was  one  and  a  half  year's  rent  received  by  the  said 
Robert  Clayton;  but  such  grievance  was  afterwards  redressed 
on  the  petition  of  the  said  Robert  Clayton  and  other  tenants 
of  the  said  demesne  lands  to  be  restored  to  their  accustomed 
tenant  right,  and  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  in  the 
twenty-second  year  of  the  reign  of  his  said  Majesty  King 
Charles  II.  (cap.  7),  entituled,  &c.     [See  the  note  ante 
page  99.]  That  by  another  Act  made  in  the  first  year  of  Kmg 
James  II.,  and  also  passed  for  redressing  such  grievances  as 
last  aforesaid  (c.9),  entituled,  &c.  [See  the  note  ante  page  99.] 
That  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  certain 
new  letters  patent  bearing  date  at  Westminster  the  16th 
day  of  April,  in  the  2nd  year  of  the  reign  of  King  James 
II.,  were  granted  and  duly  enrolled  in  the  office  of  the 
Auditor  of  the  said  Duchy  of  ComwaU ;  whereby  the  said 
annual  rent  of  50/.  was  reduced  to  the  said  ancient  yearly 
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t&ki  of  16^  10«.  9(f.,  and  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments         1^34. 
were  demised  to  the  said  Robert  Clayton,  his  executors,  Clatton  v. 
administrators,  and  assigns,   for  such  a  further  term  of  gbnb&II^' 
years  as,  together  with  the  residue  of  the  term  of  years 
formerly  grranted  to  the  said  Robert  Clayton,  made  up  the 
IbH  term  of  thirty-one  years,  reserving  the  said  ancient 
yearly  rent ;  and  the  composition  paid  by  the  said  Robert 
Clayton  for  the  reduction  of  such  rent  was,  on  the  occasion 
of  the  next  renewal,  made  in  the  reign  of  King  William 
III.,  allowed  and  deducted  out  of  the  fine  that  would  other- 
wise have  been  paid  by  him  according  to  such  rate,  as 
aforesaid,  for  the  further  or  renewed  term,  which  was  granted 
to  him  the  said  Robert  Clayton  by  letters  patent,  bearing 
date  the  23rd  October,  in  the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign 
of  Ring  William  III.  (a).   That  from  thenceforth,  renewed 
leases  were  regularly  made  of  the  said  lands  and  heredita- 
ments unto  the  said  Robert  Clayton  and  other  ancestors  of 
the  plaintiff  claiming  under  him,  at  the  said  ancient  yearly 
rent,  and  in  consideration  of  fines  so  assessed  as  aforesaid ; 
and  whenever  it  had  happened  that  less  than  three  renewed 
leases  had  been  made  in  a  term  of  thirty-one  years,  a  pro- 
portionably  larger  fine  had  been  assessed  and  taken  upon 
meh  renevi^ ;  but  in  all  cases  the  fines  had  been  assessed 
upon  the  principle  of  the  rule  or  established  custom  with 
I'^eapect  to  the  leases  of  the  said  demesne  lands,  that  on 
^  renewal  a  fine  should  be  paid,  equal  to  the  amount  of 
one  and  a  half  year's  rent  actually  received  by  the  immedi^ 
^  tenants  of  the  Duchy  from  their  under-tenants,  for  or 
u  lespect  of  the  lands  demised  to  them.     That  on  former 
^^ccasions,  at  the  periods  when  several  of  such  renewed 
1^^868  had  been  made,  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments 


[a)  Considering  the  nature  of 
^  caae  it  is  not  quite  irrelevant 
^  to  notice  that  Sir  Robert 
^JtoDy  who  had  been  Lord 
If^Tor,  and  who  represented  the 
QetiopoUs  in  parliament  for  nearly 
tUrtyyearSy  was.  upon  the  Prince 
of  Orsnge^s  arrival  in  this  country, 


selected  as  a  fit  person  to  compli- 
ment him  in  the  name  of  the  City: 
and  that  when  James  the  Second 
was  in  Ireland,  he  attainted  him 
and  seized  his  estate  there,  which 
the  family  was  never  able  to  re* 
cover.  -Burke's  Baronetage. 
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1834.  had  been  in  the  occupation  of  numerous  persons,  under  and 
Clayton  v.  by  Virtue  of  subleases  or  underlettings  made  by  the  several 
ArroRNiY-       tenants,  to  whom  the  said  Robert  Clayton  and  other  ances- 

tors  of  the  plaintiff  claiming  under  him,  bad  leased  or 
underlet  the  same,  and  the  rental  paid  by  such  last  tenants 
or  immediate  occupiers  had,  at  the  respective  times  of  such 
several  renewals,  been  of  much  greater  amount  than  the 
rental  paid  to  the  said  Robert  Clayton,  and  the  other 
ancestors  of  the  plaintiff,  the  immediate  tenants  of  the  said 
Duchy ;  but  nevertheless,  the  fines  for  such  renewals  had 
thitherto  been  uniformly  assessed  and  taken  by  and  on 
behalf  of  the  said  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  in  conformity  with 
such  established  rule  as  aforesaid,  and  calculated  with  refer- 
ence only  to  the  rents  then  actually  reserved  and  payable 
to  the  plaintiff's  said  ancestors.  That  in  faith  and  reliance 
of  such  settled  rule  and  practice  of  renewal,  the  chief 
or  immediate  lessees  of  the  said  estates  had,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  effecting  an  improvement  of  the  said  estate,  from 
time  to  time  granted  numerous  underleases  of  the  said 
lands,  with  engagements  for  renewals  upon  low  and  easy 
terms;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  and  in  dependence 
upon  such  custom  or  tenant  right  as  aforesaid,  the  tenants 
of  the  said  lands  had  at  great  expense  drained,  cultivated, 
and  improved  the  same,  and  finally,  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  under  whom  he  claimed, 
did,  in  such  faith  and  confidence  on  and  in  consideration  of 
such  custom,  cover  the  lands  demised  as  aforesaid  to  the 
ancestors  of  the  plaintiff  with  inhabited  houses,  so  that  the 
last-mentioned  lands,  which  were  originally  a  marsh  and  of 
no  value,  had,  by  the  great  outlay  of  capital  thereon  made 
by  the  plaintiff  and  his  ancestors,  and  through  and  by 
reason  of  their  covenants  and  engagements  with  their  sub- 
lessees, made  in  such  faith  and  reliance  as  therein  mentioned, 
been  converted  into  a  rich  and  populous  district,  to  the 
improvement  of  the  revenues  of  the  said  Duchy,  and  to  the 
great  benefit  of  the  public  at  large.  That  under  or  by 
virtue  of  grants  or  demises  made  upon  such  terms  as 
aforesaid,  the  plaintiff's  ancestors  held  the  said  lands  and 
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hereditaments,  as  the  same  were  described  in  the  letters        1^34. 
patent  thereinafter  stated,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Clatton  v. 
Act  of  Parliament  next  thereinafter  set  forth.    That  an  Act  g™e^!J" 
of  Parliament  was  made  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of 
King  Geo.  III.  (cap.  10),  entituled,  &c.    [See  the  note  ante 
page  99.]     That  subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  last- 
mentioned  Act  of  Parliament,  some  time  in  the  year  1776, 
<hi8  late  Majesty  King  George  III.  being  then  seised  of 
the   said  Duchy  of  Cornwall  in  such  right  as  is  men- 
tioned in  the  said  Act  of  Parliament),  the  Lords  Com- 
miflBioners  of  his  Majesty's  Treasury,  did,  with  his  sanc- 
tion, form  a  plan  of  improving  the  revenues  of  the  said 
Duchy  derived  from  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  by 
encouraging  the  tenants  thereof  to  enter  into  engage- 
ments for  building  and  procuring  messuages  and  dwelling- 
liouses  to  be  built  thereon ;  and  accordingly  William  Clayton, 
£squire,  the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  being  then  beneficially 
entitled  to  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  so  demised  to 
tlie  said  Robert  Clayton  as  aforesaid,  and  which  had  been 
made  the  subject  of  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  him  the 
a&id  William  Clayton  as  thereinafter  stated,  made  applica- 
tion to  the  said  Lords  Commissioners  to  grant  to  Sambrooke 
Fieeman,  Esq.,  the  trustee  of  such  settlement,  a  lease  of 
the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  of  which  he  the  said 
^ViUiam  Clayton  was  then  tenant  as  aforesaid,  for  a  term 
of  ninety-nine  years,  to  enable  him,  the  said  William  Clay- 
ton, to  make  such  grants  and  demises  of  the  said  lands  and 
hereditaments,  as  would  induce  builders  and  other  persons 
to  erect  valuable  messuages  and  buildings  on  the  said  lands 
*Qd  hereditaments,  and  thereby  materially  improve  the 
avenues  of  the  said  Duchy,  which  at  the  expiration  of 
SQchterm  would  be  augmented  by  fines  assessed  as  aforesaid 
^th  reference  to  the  actual  yearly  value  of  such  buildings ; 
^d  the  Lords  Commissioners  acting  for  and  on  behalf 
ftod  with  the  authority  of  his  said  late   Majesty  King 
George  IIL,  on  behalf  of  George  Prince  of  Wales,  then  the 
^e  of  Cornwall,  approved  of  and  encouraged  the  said 
^plication  and  scheme ;  and  it  was  thereupon  fully  under- 


Attorney- 
Gbnkral. 
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1834.         stood  and  agreed  between  the  same  William  Clayton,  and 
Clayton  v,       such  Lords  Commissioners,  that  an  absolute  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years  should,  but  without  prejudice  to  his  customary 
right  and  interest  in  the  said  estate,  be  granted  or  se- 
cured to  the  said  William  Clayton,  or  his  trustee  in  the 
said  lands  and  hereditaments,  to  the  intent  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  him  to  make  sufficient  contracts  and  agree- 
ments for  buildings  to  be  erected  on  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises.     That  in  consequence  of  the  provisions  of 
the  lastly  thereinbefore  stated  Act  of  the  sixteenth  year 
of  King  George  III.,  and  of  the  unwillingness  of  such 
Commissioners  to  apply  for  another  Act  of  Parliament 
pending  the  minority  of  the  then    Prince  of  Wales  and 
Duke  of  Cornwall,  it  was  deemed  necessary  that  the  term 
of  years  to  be  granted  should  be  made  determinable  on 
three  lives,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  said  Act ;  but  it 
was  at  the  same  time  represented  and  fully  understood  by 
the  plaintiiTs  said  father  and  those  concerned,  that  when 
and  so  soon  as  the  said  George,  Prince  of  Wales  and  Duke 
of  Cornwall,  should  attain  the  age  of  majority,  an  Act  of 
Parliament  should  be  obtained  for  confirming,  or  enabling 
the  said  Prince  of  Wales  and  Duke  of  Cornwall  to  confirm, 
the  said  demise,  and  authorizing  the  like  grants  to  be  made 
of  other  parts  of  the  said  lands  for  absolute  terms  of  ninety- 
nine  years.     That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  such  plaiL 
and  arrangement  as  last  aforesaid  into  effect,  it   became 
necessary  that  an  Act  of  Parliament  should  be  obtained,  Up 
enable  the  said  trustee  of  the  said  marriage  settlement  of 
the  last-mentioned  William  Clayton  to  grant  by  way  of 
underlease  such  building  leases  as  it  was  agreed  between 
the  said  William  Clayton  and  the  said  Lords  Commission- 
ers should  be  made  by  him  the  said  William  Clayton  to 
builders  and  other  persons  with  whom  he  might  contract, 
when  and  so  soon  as  the  said  new  letters  patent  should 
have  been  granted  to  such  trustee,  as  aforesaid ;  and  accord- 
ingly, and  as  a  part  of  the  same  arrangement,  an  Act  of 
Parliament  was  obtained  and  passed  in  the  sixteenth  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  George  III.,  entituled, 
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♦•  An  Act  to  enaUe  WUliam  Clayton^  Esq.,  during  his  life,  1834^ 
and  the  gnardians  of  his  infant  children  after  his  -decease,  clatton  v, 
to  make  buildine  and  improving  leases  of  certain  lands  and  ^'■^^^■t- 
premises,  part  of  the  manor  of  Kennington,  in  the  county 
of  Surrey,  held  by  letters  patent  from  his  Majesty  as  part 
of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  and  to  raise  money  for  payment 
of  the  fines  and  expenses  of  renewing  the  said  letters 
patent,  and  for  defraying  the  expenses  to  attend  the  grant- 
ing of  such  building  and  improving  leases."*^  [The  bill  here 
set  forth  the  provision  of  this  Act  at  great  length  (a).] 
That  certain  letters  patent  bearing  date  at  Westminster, 
the  5th  day  of  March,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  King 
George  III.,  were  duly  made  and  granted  in  pursuance 
of  such  arrangement  and  for  such  purpose  as  aforesaid, 
whereby,  &c.  [The  bill  set  forth  these  letters  patent  at 
length.  The  substance  of  them  is  stated  in  the  note(&).] 
That  at  the  time  when  the  last-mentioned  letters  patent 
were  granted,  the  lands  and  tenements  comprised  therein 
had  been  underleased  by  the  said  William  Clayton  the 
lessee,  at  rents  amounting  to  the  sum  of  358Z.  per  an- 
num, subject  to  certain  payments  for  tithes  and  other 
outgoings,  and  that  accordingly  the  fine  paid  as  a  con- 
sideration for  such  last-mentioned  demise  was,  in  conformity 
with  such  custom  and  established  rule  as  aforesaid,  assessed 
at  the  sum  of  468Z.  although  the  fact  was,  as  the  commis- 
sioners by  whose  advice  the  last^mentioned  letters  patent 

(a)  There  is  a  copy  of  this  Act  of  a  fine  of  46oZ.,  paid  by  Sam- 

in  lincoln's  Inn  library.  brooke  Freeman,  a  trustee  for  the 

(6)  The  following  is  the  sub-  Clayton  family,  to  the  Deputy 

stance  of  the  Letters  Patent  of  the  Receiver-General  of  the  Duchy ; 

5th  March,  1 777 » — His  Majesty,  in  and  in  consideration  of  the  yearly 

connderation  of  the  surrender  of  a  rent  of  l6l,  10#.  9d,  payable  to 

lease  made  by  Frederick  Prince  of  his   Majesty  or   his  successors, 

Wales,  dated  8th  July,  1747,  for  the  demised  and  granted  to  Freeman 

term  of  thirty-one  years,  to  William  the  premisesin  question,  forninety- 

Clajrton,  as  also  of  another  demise,  nine  years,  if  the  pltdntiff,  aged 

made  under  the  Exchequer  seal  of  about  fourteen  years,  and  George 

the  Ist  Sept.,  1765,  unto  the  said  Clayton,  aged  about  eight  years, 

William  Clayton,  for  the  further  sons  of  the  said  William  Clayton, 

term  of  eighteen  years,  to  com-  and  James  Medwin,  should   so 

mence  from  April,  1778 ;  and  also  long  live. 
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1834^^  were  granted  well  knew,  that  the  said  underlessees  of  the 
Clayton  v.  said  William  Clayton  had  sublet  the  said  lands  and  premises 
Gbn^walT'       ^^  annual  rents  of  much  greater  amount.    That  the  term 

of  ninety-nine  years  granted  by  the  last-mentioned  letters 
patent  was  made  determinable  on  three  lives  in  order  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  lastly  thereinbefore 
stated  act,  but  such  demise  was  nevertheless  expressed  to 
be  made  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  which  was  then 
for  the  first  time  introduced  into  the  lettings  of  the  siud 
estates,  as  evidence  that  the  true  understanding  and  agree- 
ment between  his  Majesty  King  George  III.  and  the 
Lords  Commissioners  and  the  said  lessee  William  Clayton 
was,  although  the  same  could  not  then  be  carried  into  effect, 
that  the  full  term  of  ninety-nine  years  should  be  made  good 
to  the  said  S.  Freeman,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  in  trust  as  aforesaid,  when  and  so  soon  as  the  same 
lawfully  could  or  might  be  granted,  to  the  intent  that  the 
said  William  Clayton  and  his  said  trustee  might  inune- 
diately  grant  building  leases  unto  builders  and  other  persons 
at  ground  rents  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  substantial 
dwelling  houses  upon  the  said  lands  and  tenements,  whereby 
the  revenue  of  the  said  Duchy  would  at  the  expiration  of 
the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  years  be  increased  to  a  very 
great  extent:  inasmuch  as,  by  such  custom  and  rule  of 
renewal  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Duchy  would  be  entitled  upon 
each  renewal  to  the  amount  of  one  year  and  a  halTs  net 
rental  of  all  the  messuages,  buildings,  and  tenements  that 
should  in  the  mean  time  be  erected  and  built  on  the  said 
lands  and  premises.  That  pursuant  to  and  upon  the  faith 
of  such  understanding  and  agreement  as  aforesaid  the  said 
William  Clayton  and  the  plaintiff  after  his  decease  did,  with 
the  privity  and  approbation  of  the  said  Lords  Commissioners, 
enter  into  divers  contracts  and  agreements  with  builders 
and  other  persons  to  grant  to  them  leases  of  parts  of  the 
said  lands  and  premises,  as  to  three  of  such  leases  for  terms 
of  ninety-nine  years,  and  as  to  the  others  of  such  leases  for 
terms  not  exceeding  sixty-five  years;  and  that  the  said 
William  Clayton  and  the  plaintiff  did  accordingly,  and  in 
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pursuanoe  of  such  building  contracts  and  agreements,  with         1834. 
the  privity  and  assent  of  the  said  Lords  Commissioners^  and  Clatton  v. 
mih  the  approbation  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  then  Atto»n»t- 
Depnty  Surveyor  General  of  the  estates  of  the  said  Duchy 
in  Kennington  aforesaid,  grant  at  various  periods  between 
the  24th  day  of  June,  1777,  and  the  12th  day  of  August, 
1799,  divers  building  leases  for  some  terms  of  years,  equal 
or  nearly  equal  to  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years  granted  by 
tiie  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  except  a  nominal  rever- 
sion reserved  to  the  lessor  therein,  and  others  for  terms  of 
sixty-five  years,  or  thereabouts.    That  in  and  by  such 
leases  ground  rents  were  reserved  to  the  lessor  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  1,238Z.  per  annum,  and  no  more, 
^which  had  since  been  and  then  was  the  only  income  or 
benefit  derived  or  that  could  be  derived  by  the  said  William 
Clayton  deceased,  or  the  plaintifi*,  or  any  person  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  in 
respect  of  the  lands  and  hereditaments  therein  comprised, 
during  the  term,  until  the  leases  granted  for  sixty-five  years 
should  fall  in,  and  which  would  be  in  or  about  twenty-one 
years  from  that  period.  That  after  divers  such  agreements  and 
leases  had  been  made  by  the  said  William  Clayton  and  the 
plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  made  and 
passed  in  the  thirty- third  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  Oeo.  III.  (c.  78),  entituled,  &c.  [See  the  note  ante, 
page  99.]     That  before  and  particularly  from  and  after  the 
passing  of  the  last-mentioned  Act  it  was  fully  understood  and 
believed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  his  lessees  and  those  contracting 
with  them  respectively,  that  the  term  of  years  granted  to 
the  said  Sambrooke  Freeman,  as  aforesaid,  should  be  re- 
garded as  equal  to  an  absolute  term  of  ninety-nine  years, 
and  confirmed  by  or  as  if  granted  under  the  lastr-mentioned 
Act.     That  the  aforesaid  builders  and  lessees  in  the  leases 
80  granted  by  the  said  William  Clayton  the  elder,  and  the 
plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  their  assignees,  did  accordingly, 
with  the  full  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  the  commis- 
sioners, to  whom  the  care  and  management  of  the  said  estates 
of  the  said  duchy  in  Kennington  aforesaid  were  legally  com- 
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1834.         mitted,  and  with  the  approbation  of  the  agent  or  snrvejor 
Clayton  V.      employed  by  them,  and  in  conformitj  with  phms  which 

were  prepared  or  approved  of  by  the  said  commiflBiODerB  of 
the  said  Duchy  for  that  purpose,  proceed  to  build  good  and 
substantial  dwelling-houses  in  and  upon  the  lands  so  de- 
mised to  them  respectively,  and  comprised  in  the  said 
letters  patent ;  and  that  such  lessees  and  other  persons  had, 
with  the  knowledge  and  approbation  of  such  commissioners, 
from  time  to  time  laid  out  and  expended  in  such  buildings, 
and  in  improving  the  lands  demised  to  them,  sums  of  money 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  500,000/.  at  the 
least.     That  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  father,  the  said 
William  Clayton,  made  such  contracts  and  leases  respec- 
tively, and  the  said  lessees  and  assignees  laid  out  and  ex- 
pended such  large  sums  of  money  (great  portion  of  which 
was  expended  after  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  Act), 
in  the  full  faith  and  assurance  that  the  sud  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years,  so  granted  to  the  said  Sambrooke  Freeman  by 
the  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  and  thereby  made  deter- 
minable on  three  lives,  to  comply  with  such  Act  as  afore- 
said, would  be  made  an  absolute  term  of  ninety-nine  years 
whenever  the  plaintiff  should  apply  for  renewals  for  the 
same,  and  would  in  the  mean  time  be  regarded  and  treated 
as  if  it  had  been  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  absolute, 
granted  under  the  said  Act  of  the  33rd  of  Geo.  III. ;  or  that 
in  any  event  renewals  from  time  to  time  would  be  granted 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  Dukes  of  Cornwall  for  the  time  being, 
on  payment  of  reasonable  fines  of  renewal,  to  be  assessed 
according  to  such  standard,  and  with  reference  to  such  rule 
and  custom  as  aforesaid.   That  the  commissioners,  to  whom 
the  management  of  the  said  estates  of  the  said  Duchy  was 
committed  during  such  period,  knew  or  were  informed  or 
had  reason  to  believe,  that  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  lessees 
were  expending  such  large  sums  of  money  as  aforesaid  in 
building  upon  and  improving  the  said  estates  of  the  said 
Duchy,  and  that  plaintiff  was  for  that  purpose  granting  leases 
to  builders  and  other  persons  for  long  and  absolute  terms  of 
years,  upon  the  faith  and  in  the  belief  of  such  agreement  and 
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understanding  as  was  thereinbefore  stated^  and  with  the  as-         1834. 

sorance  that  the  plaintiff  and  those  entitled  under  him  would  Clayton  v. 

have  a  certain  term  of  ninety-nine  years  made  up  by  re-  ^ttorniy- 

newals,  according  to  such  rule  and  custom  as  aforesaid,  and 

would  in  each  and  all  respects  have  and  enjoy  the  same  benefit 

and  right  of  renewal  of  the  said  estates,  upon  the  same  terms 

as  the  plaintiff^s  ancestors  had  inunemorially  as  aforesaid 

held  and  enjoyed  the  same.     That  with  the  like  faith  and 

confidence,  the  lessees  and  other  persons  who  contracted 

with  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  who  laid  out  their  money 

in  the  improvement  of  the  said  lands,  and  in  erecting  houses 

mnd  buildings  thereon  had  at  various  times  since  sold,  de- 

anised,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  the  lands  leased  to,  and  the 

liouses  and  buildings  so  erected  by,  them,  and  the  said  es- 

-^ates  had  been  made  the  subject  of  settlement  and  provision 

iFor  their  children  and  families,  and  such  acts  had  been  done, 

^uid  dispositions  made  without  any  claim  on  the  part  of  the 

X>uke  of  Cornwall,  or  any  intimation  by  the  commissioners 

for   managing  the  affiurs  thereof,  that  the  said  term  of 

ninety-nine  years  granted  by  the  last-mentioned  letters 

piatent  would  neither  be  made  absolute,  nor  from  to  time 

x*enewed  as  before,  upon  terms  in  conformity  with  such  rule 

and  custom  as  aforesaid.     That  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 

AVilliam  Clayton  the  elder  had  also  laid  out  and  expended 

considerable  sums  out  of  their  own  monies  exceeding  the 

8uni  of  5,000/.  in  and  about  the  making  such  contracts  as 

aforesaid,  the  preparing  and  making  plans  for  the  said 

buildings,  and  in  the  fees  and  expenses  of  the  surveyor  of 

the  said  duchy,  in  superintending,  surveying,  and  directing 

the  improvement  of  the  said  demised  lands ;  and  that  the 

whole  of  such  expenditure  was  made  and  incurred  by  the 

8aid  William  Clayton  and  the  plaintiff,  with  the  knowledge 

and  approbation  of  the  commissioners  of  the  said  duchy, 

and  upon  the  assurance  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the 

same  right  and  benefit  of  renewal  in  the  said  estates  as 

aforesaid.    And  as  evidence  thereof  the  bill  stated  that 

the  interest  of  the  said  William  Clayton  in  the  aforesaid 
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UM.         dnoae  WM.  at  tke  befief  tlol  h  was  aMh  dhaoliiie  tarn  as 


CiATimrr.      aBwi  Bihlj  Mjortgiged  to  the  Acp gun^UT  of  the  Dpdiy  [SJT 

R.  Tajrlar],  ior  the  pmiuBe  of  awuiiiig  a  ccaiBktaraMe  sum 
[6fiML}^  adtawcd  lo  the  said  Wiffiam  Oiyton  for  the 
fioqwjee  of  efteliag  aadi  impnnreaeals  as  afiuesaid  (a). 
That  the  said  Geoi^ge  Oajtoo  oamed  m  the  said  lettors 
patent  died  in  October^  1828>,  ka¥ing  the  plaintiff  who  was 
of  theageof  aefcntj  jeaisand  upaaidssnd  the  said  James 
Medwin  who  was  of  the  age  of  seienty-six  years  and  up- 
wards, the  only  surming  lifes ;  and  that  dnrii^  the  n^o- 
tiation  thereinafter  mentioiied,  and  after  the  jHresoitation 
of  sndi  petition  as  is  ako  thereinafter  menticmed,  the 
said  James  Medwin  had  died.  That  the  said  William 
Clayton  the  dder  died  in  July,  1783,  and  the  {daintiff  was, 
under  the  aforesaid  settlement,  ahsofait^  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  and  the  grant 
thereby  made,  and  the  r^t  thereof.  That  the  plaintiff 
haraig  in  such  fiuth  and  rdiance  as  aforesud  engaged  to 
grant  unto  his  said  undolessees  absolute  terms  of  years,  did 
immediately  on  the  decease  of  the  said  George  Clayton  i4)ply 
to  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  as  Duke  of 
Cornwall,  that  a  new  grant  might  be  made  to  the  plaintiff 
of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said 
letters  patent,  pursuant  to  the  understanding  and  agree- 
ment thereinbefore  expressed ;  and  the  plaintiff  at  the  same 
time  offered  and  proposed,  in  case  the  same  was  required, 
to  pay  unto  the  treasurer  of  the  said  duchy  a  fine  on  such 
renewal  equal  to  the  amount  of  one  and  a  half  yearns  rent 
then  received  from  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff  had  been  informed  and  believed 
that  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth  was  graciously 
pleased  to  accede  to  such  application  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  in  consequence  of  the  illness  of  his  Majesty, 
and  of  official  delay,  no  lease  was  made  and  executed  to  the 
plaintiff  previous  to  his  late  said  Majesty^s  decease,  and  the 

(a)  The  Attorney-General,  by     Taylor  was  the  surveyor  of  the 
his  answer,  denied  that  Sir  R.      Duchy. 
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plaintiff  thereupon  renewed  his  said  application.      That         1^34^ 
by  an  Act  of  Parb'ament  made  and  passed  in  the  first  and  Clatton  v. 
second  years  of  the  reign  of  his  present  Majesty,  (1  &  2  gSolralT" 
W.  IV.  cap.  5),  entituledy  &c.  [See  the  note,  ante,  page  99.2 
That  the  plaintiff  having  again  renewed  his  aforesaid  appli- 
cations and  requests  unto  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  His 
Majesty's  Treasury,  was  after  some  delay  informed  on  or 
about  the  12th  day  of  September,  1831 ,  by  the  said  Lords 
Commissioners,  that  they,  acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  his 
Jdajesty,  would  and  did  require  that  the  sum  of  64,21  OZ. 
ix>gether  with  interest  thereon  from  the  death  of  the  said 
Creorge  Clayton,  should  be  paid  by  plaintiff  unto  or  for  the 
-use  of  His  Majesty  in  case  they  the  said  Commissioners 
should  grant,  as  they  thereby  on  receiving  such  fine  offered 
-to  grant  unto  the  plaintiff  a  renewed  lease  of  the  said  lands 
aJid  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  last-mentioned 
letters  patent,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  the 
plaintiff,  the  said  James  Medwin,  and  one  William  Peto 
^ged  twenty  years,  named  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose, 
or  any  or  either  of  them  should  so  long  live :  but  the  said 
Commissioners  had  absolutely  refused  to  make  any  new  or 
other  demise  unto  the  plaintiff,  except  on  the  payment  of 
such  fine  and  interest  as  aforesaid,  amounting  together  to 
the  sum  of  72,0002.  and  upwards.     That  such  conduct  and 
refusal  on  the  part  of  such  Commissioners  would  effect  the 
^mplete  destruction  of  the  plaintiff^s  estate  and  interest  in 
the  sud  lands,  and  hereditaments,  and  were  in  violation 
not  only  of  the  said  agreement  and  understanding  that  sub- 
^ted  before  and  during  the  time  that  the  plaintiff  and  his 
^^88668  were  laying  out  and  expending  such  large  sums  of 
money  as  aforesaid  in  building  on  and  improving  the  said 
premises,  but  were  also  a  violation  of  the  right  of  the 
pl^tiff  to  have  a  renewal  of  the  said  lease  from  time  to 
^me  according  to  the  established  custom  that  had  at  all 
times  diitherto  been  recognised  and  acted  upon  as  aforesaid, 
^t  notwithstanding  the  repeated  remonstrances  of  the 
Pl^mtiff;  the   defendants  Earl  Grey,  Viscount  Althorp, 
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1834.  Robert  Vernon  Smith,  Francis  Thomas  Baring,  and  the 
Clayton  p.  Honourable  George  Ponsonby,  who  then  were  the  Lords 
Attornby-        Commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  Treasury^  and  invested  with 

such  estate  or  power  as  is  therein  mentioned,  had  in  deroga- 
tion and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  just  rights  and  interests  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  to  the  ruin  of  his  immediate  lessees  and  their 
assigns,  entered  into,  or  were  about  to  enter  into  divers  con- 
tracts and  agreements  with  such  persons  as  had  offered  or 
should  offer  the  largest  premiums  or  considerations  for  the 
same,  to  grant  directly  to  such  persons  respectively  rever- 
sionary leases  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  com- 
prised in  the  last^mentioned  letters  patent,  to  take  effect 
when  and  so  soon  as  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  years 
should  at  law  have  determined  by  the  death  of  the  plain- 
tiff. That  under  the  circumstances  thereinbefore  set  forth 
the  plaintiff  was  advised  and  insisted  that  inasmuch  as  prior 
to  the  granting  of  the  lastly  thereinbefore  stated  letters 
patent  the  ancestors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  those  under  whom 
they  claimed  title,  had  and  were  recognised  as  having  a 
fixed  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments 
at  a  certain  ancient  rent,  renewable  upon  payment  of  a 
reasonable  fine  assessed  according  to  such  established  rule 
or  custom  as  aforesaid,  the  right  and  interest  ought  not  to 
be,  and  could  not  in  law  be  prejudiced,  by  the  terms  of  the 
grant  made  in  and  by  the  lastly  thereinbefore  stated  letters 
patent,  and  which  in  fact  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Dukes  of  Cornwall  for  the  time  being ;  but  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  same  benefit  or  customary  right  of  renewal 
as  previously  existed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  then  was  entitled, 
and  that  those  claiming  under  him  would  be  entitled,  to 
have  renewed  leases  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments 
granted  to  him  and  them,  upon  payment  of  a  reasonable 
fine  computed  by  such  standard  as  aforesaid,  or  by  some 
other  reasonable  standard;  but  that,  in  any  event,  during  the 
term  of  ninety-nine  years  from  the  date  of  the  demise  made 
by  the  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  such  fine  ought  not 
to  be  computed  with  reference  to  the  actual  value  of  the 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY.  113 

houses  and  buildings  erected  by  the  plaintiff's  lessees,  and   ^     ^334. 
other  persons,  but  ought  to  be  computed  with  reference  to  Clayton  v. 
the  actual  annual  profit,  which  was  and  during  such  term  ginwulu* 
of  ninety-nine  years  should  be  derived  from  the  said  pre- 
mises by  the  pUuntiff  and  those  claiming  under  him,  and 
that  it  would  not  be  just,  until  after  the  expiration  of  suSh 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  that  such  fines  of  renewal  should 
be  calculated  with  reference  to  the  actual  yeariy  value  of 
tAie  said  houses,  lands,  and  premises.     That  it  would  be 
unjust  to  the  plaintiff's  said  lessees,  who  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being  laid  out  and 
^jcpended  such  large  sums  of  money  as  aforesaid,  upon  the 
#jBuUi  of  the  understanding  and  agreement  that  the  said 
of  ninety-nine  years  was,  or  in  any  event  as  to  them 
ould  be,  an  absolute  term,  that  the  Lords  Commissioners 
his  Majesty's  Treasury  should  refuse  to  renew  to  the 
J  ^iiif iffj  and  should  pending  the  said  plaintiff's  lease  make 
<ih  contracts,  or  grant  such  leases  of  the  said  houses,  lands, 
d  premises.    That  the  said  Commissioners  were  in  fact 
to  make  and  threatened  instantly  to  make  and  exe- 
-t^  such  contracts,  or  grant  such  leases,  unless  the  plain- 
would  forthwith  consent  to  renew  his  said  lease  and 
such  fine  in  consideration  thereof,  of  such  amount  and 
puted  at  such  rate,  and  upon  such  an  unjust  principle 
foresaid.    That  in  any  event  during  the  residue  of  the 
€3  term  of  ninety-nine  years  the  former  rule  or  practice 
s-enewal  ought  to  be  adhered  to,  and  that  it  would  be 
SUy  unjust  to  estimate  the  fine  on  such  renewal  with 
jrence  to  a  rental,  which  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  any  one 
ming  under  him  was  or  would  be  in  receipt  or  enjoyment 
xmtil  after  the  same  should  again  become  renewable  and 
been  renewed.    That  under  the  circumstances  therein- 
stated,  and  particularly  as  the  said  building  leases  so 
e  as  aforesaid  was  for    the    common   benefit    both 
^he  plaintiff  and  those  claiming  under  him,  and  the 
e  of  Cornwall  for  the  time  being,  the  plaintiff  and 
claiming  under  the  said  settlement,  so  made  in  pur- 
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suance  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  had  in  any  event  a 
clear  equitable  right,  and  were  entitled  by  virtue  of  such 
implied  contract  as  aforesaid,  to  have  such  renewals  granted 
on  such  reasonable  fines  as  aforesaid  as  would  make  the 
said  term  of  ninety-nine  years  an  absolute  term,  in  like 
manner  as  if  such  term  had  been  granted  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  which  empowered  the 
Duke  of  Cornwall  for  the  time  being  to  grant  building 
leases  for  absolute  terms  of  ninety-nine  years.  That  the 
plaintiff  did  lately  present  his  Petition  of  Right  to  his  Ma- 
jesty, and  the  plaintiff  by  such  his  Petition  of  Right,  stated 
the  facts  and  circumstances  aforesaid,  and  did  thereby  pray 
to  the  effect,  that  his  Majesty  would  be  graciously  pleased 
to  order  that  right  be  done  in  this  matter,  and  to  indorse 
his  Royal  declaration  thereon  to  that  effect,  and  to  refer 
such  petition  with  such  his  Royal  order  and  declaration 
thereon  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery  :  And  that  the  plaintiff  might  thenceforth  pro- 
secute his  complaint  therein  against  his  Majesty's  Attorney 
General  as  representing  the  rights  and  interests  of  his  Ma- 
jesty as  Duke  of  Cornwall  in  the  matters  aforesaid,  and 
that  for  such  purpose  the  plaintiff  might  have  leave  to  make 
such  Attorney  General,  and  also  the  aforesud  Lordd  Com- 
missioners of  his  Majesty's  Treasury  parties  thereto,  and 
to  pray  and  obtain  such  relief  in  the  matters  aforesaid  as 
under  the  circumstances  stated  should  be  just.  That  his 
Majesty  was  graciously  pleased  to  accede  to  the  prayer  of 
such  petition,  and  to  refer  the  same  to  the  Lord  Chancellor 
in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
duly  obtained  leave  to  make  his  Majesty^s  Attorney 
General  a  party  defendant  thereto  as  representing  the 
rights  and  interests  of  his  Majesty  as  Duke  of  Cornwall  as 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  Attorney  General  had  consented 
to  appear  thereto  on  behalf  of  his  Majesty  (a).  The  Bill 
prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 

(a)  See  Taylor  v.  Attomey-Ge-      may  also  consult   Re  Penmg,  2 
netal,  8  Sim.  424.    The  student      Mees.  &  Wels.  873. 
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to  haye  m  new  lease  granted  to  him  of  the  aforesaid  pre-         1834. 
mises  for  a  term  of  years  determinable   on   the  lives  of  Clatton  v. 
the  plaintiff  and  such  two  other  persons  as  he  should  ^^^^^^- 
nominate,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  on  pajrment 
of  fines  computed  according  to  such  custom  as  aforesaid, 
and  at  and  by  such  rate  and  standard  as  had  thitherto 
berai  followed  and  adhered  to  in  granting  renewed  leases  of 
the  said  premises,  or  on  the  payment  of  such  fines  as 
under  the  circumstances  aforesaid  should  be  reasonable; 
and  that  it  might  be  referred  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  either  to  ascertain  what  fines  ought  to  be 
paid  according  to  such  custom  and  standard  as  aforesaid,  or 
what  fines  would  be  reasonable,  regard  being  had  to  the 
circmnstances  thereinbefore  stated;    and  that  the  said 
Lords  Commissioners,  defendants  thereto,  might  be  de- 
creed to  grant  such  renewed  lease  accordingly,  the  plaintiff 
thereby  submitting  to  pay  such  fines  as  should  be  ascertain- 
ed in  manner  aforesaid ;  or  that  it  might  be  declared,  that 
it  appeared  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  that  the  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years  granted  by  the  last-mentioned  letters  patent, 
and  therein  made  determinable  on  three  lives  in  compliance 
^th  the  then  existing  statutes,  was  intended  to  give  an 
iMote  interest  in  the  said  premises  for  the  whole  period 
of  ninety-nine  years,  on  the  terms  on  which  the  same  were 
then  held  and  usuaUy  renewed :  and  that  such  lease  ought 
to  be  r^iewed  until  the  full  term  of  ninety-nine  years  from 
the  date  of  such  letters  patent  should  expire,  on  payment  of 
'Gttonable  fines,  to  be  computed  not  with  reference  to  the 
Present  annual  value  of  the  houses  and  buildings  erected 
the^n,  but  on  payment  of  a  reasonable  fine  to  be  computed 
^ceordmg  to  such  custom  or  standard,  as  aforesaid,  or  by 
^  other  rule  as  should  be  just  with  reference  to  the 
actnal  yearly  benefit  derived  and  to  be  derived  by  the 
pUntiff  from  the  said  premises  during  such  term  of  ninety- 
^^  years ;  and  that  it  might  be  referred  to  the  Master 
to  compute  and  settle  the  same,  and  that  the  said  Lords 
^miflrioners  might,  on  payment  thereof,  the  said  plaintiff 

i2 


i 


116  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY. 

1834.  thereby  submitting  to  make  such  payment,  be  decreed  to 
Clayton  v.  grant  such  renewed  lease ;  and  that  in  any  event  the  said 
GMHHiiaJ'       Lords  Commissioners  might  be  restrained,  by  the  order  and 

injunction  of  the  Court,  from  granting,  or  contracting,  or 
agreeing  to  grant,  any  lease  or  leases,  term  or  terms  for  years 
or  other  interest  in  the  sud  premises,  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof,  which  should  in  any  wise  impede  or  prevent  their 
making  to  the  plaintiff  such  renewal  or  renewals  as  aforeeud, 
or  be  in  any  wise  inconsistent  with  the  renewed  lease  or 
leases  which  was  or  were  thereinbefore  prayed  for. 

The  Attorney  General  put  in  a  very  long  answer  to  the 
bill,  the  general  effect  of  which  is  sufficiently  shown  by  the 
judgment.  It  set  forth  three  documents  which  are  here 
inserted,  the  same  being  mentioned  in  the  judgment. 
1.  The  petition  of  William  Clayton  the  plaintiff's  father  for 
the  renewal  of  the  lease  of  1765,  and  in  compliance  with 
which  petition  the  letters  patent  of  5  th  March,  1777,  were 
granted :  *'  To  the  Right  Honourable  the  Lords  Conmiift- 
sioners  of  his  Majesty's  Treasury.  The  humble  petition  of 
William  Clayton,  Esq.,  sheweth.  That  his  late  Royal 
Highness  Frederick  Prince  of  Wales,  by  indenture  of 
lease  under  his  Great  Seal,  bearing  date  the  8th  day  of 
July,  1747,  did  grant  to  your  petitioner  all  that  the  capital 
messuage  of  the  Manor  of  Kennington,  with  the  appurte- 
nances parcel  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  in  the  county  of 
Surrey,  for  thirty-one  years,  to  commence  from  Lady  Day 
1747,  at  the  clear  yearly  rent  of  16/.  10«.  9d.:  That  his 
present  Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  by  letters  patent 
under  his  Exchequer  Seal,  bearing  date  the  1st  day  of 
September,  1765,  did  also  grant  your  petitioner  the  pre- 
mises above-mentioned,  for  a  reversionary  term  of  eighteen 
years,  from  the  5th  day  of  April,  1778,  when  the  said  lease 
granted  by  his  said  late  Royal  Highness  will  expire. 
That  your  petitioner  apprehends,  and  has  great  reason  to 
believe  from  the  situation  of  the  premises,  the  same  may  be 
made  much  more  improveable  than  at  present,  and  would 
turn  out  to  be  of  considerable  more  advantage  in  future, 
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both  to  his  Majesty  and  your  petitioner,  if  such  a  term  was        1834. 
gnnied  as  would  enable  your  petitioner  to  let  the  estate  Clatton  9. 
upon  building  leases,  but  from  which  he  hath  hitherto  been  q™^^J' 
X'estrained  from  having  had  no  longer  term  than  thirty- 
one   years,  both  in  possession  and  reversion.     That  his 
]M[aje0ty  by  Act  of  Parliament  being  enabled  to  make  leases 
c^f  the  Duchy  lands,  not  only  for  thirty-one  years,  but  also 
some  term  of  years  determinable  on  one,  two,  or  three 
:  Your  petitioner  most  humbly  prays  your  Lordships 
-i^liat  he  may  be  permitted  to  surrender  up  his  present  lease 
^Mid  have  a  new  lease  granted  to  him  for  ninety-nine  years, 
jcf  three  such  lives  as  he  shall  name  shall  so  long  live,  for  a 
^xsoderate  fine,  and  under  the  same  old  yearly  rent  of  1 6/.  10s. 
9^.  per  annum.     And  your  petitioner  shall  ever  pray,"  &c. 
'  ^*  Letter  of  plaintiff's  agent,  Mr.  Wickens,  to  Mr.  Brent,  the 
0«xrveyor  general  of  the  Duchy :  '^  21,  Montagu  Street, 
XLnasell  Square,  19th  October,  1831.     Sir,  I  beg  leave  by 
Sir  William  Clayton'^s  direction  to  trouble  you  with  a  further 
x?equest  on  his  part  arising  out  of  the  renewal  of  the  lease 
lie  holds  of  property  at  Kennington  belonging  to  the  Duchy 
of  Cornwall.  Time  has  been  allowed  for  giving  his  answer  to 
tixe  proposal  for  the  renewal,  and  permission  has  been  most 
lil>era]ly  given  him  to  take  copies  of  the  maps  lately  made 
of  the  estate;  but  these  concessions,  for  which  he  is  most 
tbankful,  are  found  insufficient  to  enable  him  to  take  the 
Aallest  advantage  of  the  liberality  shown  him,  by  taking  im- 
i^ediate  steps  to  make  arrangements  for  the  apportionment 
of  the  fine  with  the  numerous  sub- tenants  of  property,  with- 
^Hit  reference  to  the  book  containing  a  description  and 
^^timate  of  it.     Sir  WiUiam  admits,  in  the  first  place,  that 
1^  request  to  be  allowed  to  take  a  copy  of  the  book  of 
^^erence  to  the  maps  is  unusual,  and  would  be  refused  with 
pvttpriety  in  any  common  matter  of  business ;  but  he  trusts 
^^Bi  the  case  will  be  admitted,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  his 
letter  to  his  Majesty's  special  commissioners  for  the  Duchy, 
to  bean  exception  to  any  general  rule,  and  he  hopes  to  show 
tliat  in  granting  his  request  the  Commissioners  and  you.  Sir, 
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1834.  will  afford  him  the  means  of  taking  full  advantage  of  the 
Clayton  v.  Concessions  made  to  him,  which  he  cannot  have  otherwise, 
tZ'^MZ^'       wit^^^t  a  possibiUty  of  prejudicing  the  mterestsof  the  Duchy 

or  of  any  other  of  its  tenants.   Sir  William  has  from  time 
to  time  received  his  rents  of  the  original  sub-lessees,  or  ijt 
their  representatives,  without  having  any  information  of  the 
person  in  possession  of  the  houses,  the  greater  part  of  which 
have  been  sold  and  resold  again  and  again,  and  a  very  material 
part  of  the  time  allowed  for  giving  his  answer  would  be 
unavoidably  spent  in  obtaining  a  description  and  estimate 
of  the  estate.    He  does  not  conceal  from  himself  the  objeo- 
tion,  that  his  being  allowed  to  take  a  copy  of  the  book  of 
reference  might  aSbrd  him  the  means  of  finding  &ult  with 
the  estimate ;  but  he  has  directed  me  especially  to  assure 
you,  Sir,  that  he  is  quite  ready  to  give  the  most  explicit 
assurance  to'the  Commissioners  and  yours6lf,;in  any  manner 
they  or  yourself  may  desire,  that  he  will  not  make  an  obser- 
vation on,  or  raise  an  objection  to  the  estimate ;  and  that  his 
single  purpose  in  making  the  request  is  to  obtain  the  imme- 
diate means  of  endeavouring  to  make  an  arrangem^it  with 
his  sub-tenants  for  the  apportionment  of  the  fine;  and  he  has 
further  directed  me  to  say  to  you  that,  if  he  should  unfor- 
tunately find  an  arrangement  v^th  the  sub-tenants  and  his 
consequent  acceptance  of  the  proposal  made  to  him  for  the 
renewal  impracticable,  he  will  not  lose  a  day  in  informing 
you  of  it.    I  have  the  honour  to  be.  Sir,  your  most  obedient 
and  humble  servant,  Jas.S.Wickens.^  3.  Letterof  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  Duchy  Commissioners :  ^^^EUrleyford,  20th  Deer. 
1831.    Gentlemen,  After  his  Majesty^s  former  gracious 
assent  to  my  application  for  an  extension  of  the  time,  ap- 
pointed for  giving  my  answer  to  the  proposal  for  renevnng 
the  lease  I  hold  under  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  I  make  with 
the  greatest  reluctance  a  request  for  one  further  month, 
under  circumstances,  which  have  arisen,  beyond  my  control, 
and  which  I  v^U  shortly  mention.     The  first  is  that  the 
person,  a  Mrs.  Murphy,  entitled  to  the  original  lease  of  a 
principal  division  of  the  estate,  is  resident  abroad,  and  the 
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ocmmumcatioiis  with  her  and  other  tenants,  from  their        1834. 

various  distant  residences,  have  very  considerably  delayed  Clayton  r. 

the  arrangement  I  have  been  proceeding  with  to  make  the  ^ttorn»t- 

renewal.  Then,  viath  all  possible  perseverance  on  the  part  of 

my  surveyor,  an  estimate  of  the  estate,  by  which  alone  the 

proportions  of  the  fine  could  be  ascertained,  has  only  just 

now  be^i  completed.  For  the  purpose  of  avoiding  this  delay 

I  earnestly  requested  to  be  allowed  a  copy  of  the  estimates 

made  by  his  Migesty's  Surveyor.   I  am  using,  it  is  scarcely 

necessary  for  me  to  say,  for  my  own  purposes  and  in  my  own 

defence,  as  well  as  to  comply  with  his  Majesty's  commands, 

«very  exertion  to  obtain  the  power  of  effecting  the  renewal, 

^md  I  trust  that  I  may  not  be  considered  forgetful  of  his 

.2Iajesty''s  indulgence,  or  unreasonable  in  asking  the  exten- 

^OQ  of  time  mentioned.     I  have  the  honour  to  be,  gentle- 

:^iieii,  with  great  respect,  your  obedient,  humble  servant, 

'^m.  Clayton. — To  the  Honourable  the  Commissioners  for 

xxuuiaging  the  afibirs  of  His  Majesty''s  Duchy  of  Cornwall." 

The  defendants,  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury, 

put  in  an  answer  merely  referring  to  the  answer  of  the 

-Attomey-Oeneral,  and  consenting  to  be  bound  thereby. 

Sir  Charles  WethereUy  Sir  Edward  Sugden^  and  Mr. 
■^etheUy  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  for  an  injunction  in  the 
^"^nns  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  In  the  course  of  their  argu- 
xoent  they  adverted  to  the  right  of  a  party,  who  presents  a 
Petition  of  Right  to  the  Crown,  and  which  has  been  referred 
^o  the  Lord  Chancellor,  to  have  a  commission  to  inquire 
^^to  those  fiicts,  which  the  Attorney-General  either  denies, 
^^  does  not  confess. 

Sir  C.  Pepys  (Solicitor-General)  Sir  William  Home^ 
Mr«  Knight,  and  Mr.  Barlowy  for  the  defendants,  opposed 
the  motion. 

LoBD  Chancellob. — When  the  learned  and  elaborate 

^^goment  of  this  important  case  closed,  I  took  occasion  to 

deliver  my  opinion  upon  such  of  the  matters  brought  into 

^acQfluon,  as  appeared  too  clear  to  admit  of  any  doubt,  or 

torequre  no  further  time  for  consideration ;  and  I  reserved 
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1834.  my  judgment  upon  the  main  body  of  the  question  itself, 

Clayton  v,  that  I  might  have  an  opportunity  of  more  maturely  weighing 

^™^^"  the  reasoning  which  had  been  urged,  and  the  fiicts  and 

proceedings  to  which  reference  had  been  made. 
Ck>urt,  in  dis-         The  two  propositions  of  a  preliminary  nature,  which  I 

Ssc^to^exCT-  stated  as  quite  established  to  my  satisfaction  were  these : 

dsc  none  other  First,  that  in  disposing  of  this  case,  the  Court  is  called 

than  its  ordi-  '  .  ,  ,        .  ,.  .     .    ,.     . 

nary  juzifldic-     upon  to  exercise  none  other  than  its  ordinary  jurisdiction, 
^^'  according  to  the  general  rules  which  regulate  the  adminis- 

tration of  equity,  applying  these  in  the  accustomed  manner, 
and  abiding  by  the  wonted  forms.  All  considerations  of 
discretion,  fairness,  equity,  justice,  in  the  vulgar  sense  of 
the  words,  as  contra-distinguished  from  that  equity  which, 
originally  founded  in  the  principles  of  natural  justice  and 
reason,  has  however,  by  authority,  decision,and  even  statute, 
long  grown  into  a  system,  and  assumed  a  technical  consist- 
ence and  shape — any  rules,  or  any  principles,  or  any  feelings 
other  than  those,  which  are  of  daily  recurrence  and  appli- 
action  in  this  place  to  the  cases  of  an  ordinary  description 
which  daily  occur — I  distinctly  renounce  and  disclaim — 
being  bound  by  the  self-same  doctrines,  contained  within 
the  same  limits,  and  compeUed  to  walk  by  the  same  forms 
as  in  any  question  brought  before  me  by  one  of  the  King's 
subjects  suing  another,  according  to  the  known  rules  of 
equitable  procedure. 
The  case,  begun  The  second  proposition,  which  I  hold  equally  clear,  is  that 
Wght,  Msumes  *^^®  ^^^^f  having  begun  by  the  very  unusual  process  of  a 
^^^t  *b*^iii^  *d  ^^^^^^^'^  ^f  Right,  has  since  assumed  the  very  ordinary  shape 
answer.  of  a  suit  by  Bill  and  Answer  filed,  and  that  we  are  no  longer 

at  liberty  to  look  out  of  this  state  of  the  proceedings.  Nor 
does  it  signify  at  all  how  the  transition  may  have  been 
effected.  By  consent  of  all  parties,  the  matter  before  me 
is  an  Injunction  motion  in  a  cause  depending  by  bill  and 
answer,  and  must  be  dealt  with  precisely  as  any  other  simi- 
lar application  in  any  case  between  common  persons  (a). 

(a)  "  Sir  William  Clayton  hav-     vested  for  the  time  the  Duchy  of 
iDg  sued  the  Crown,  in  which  was     Comwall,  by  Petition  of  Right,  it 
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I  shall  not  resume  the  observations,  which  I  formerly  made         1834. 
upon  either  of  those  propositions.     They  are  in  the  recol-  Clayton  v. 
lection  of  those,  who  stand  now  before  the  Court,  and  they  OMmlar" 
seemed  to  me  quite  sufficient  to  justify  the  entire  confidence 
with  which  I  then  expressed  my  opinion.     But  I  desired 
those  things,  which  were  then  stated  by  me,  to  be  considered 
as  a  part  of  this  judgment,  and  I  now  proceed  to  deliver 
my  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  (a). 

The  case  appears  much  more  extensive  and  complicated  ?^™®  ^  *^*  . 

*  *  ^         *  leases  renewed 

-than  it  really  is.    Various  persons  are  found  in  possession  for  two  cen- 
^{  leasehold  interests  for  years  absolute,  or  for  terms  of 
3ear8  determinable  on  lives.    Some  of  these  leases  have 
"fteen  renewed  by  additional  terms,  or  by  putting  in  new  lives 

the  old  ones  dropped,  for  many  generations ;  this  has  ^e^^|^  *^J  ^ 

ne  on  for  two  centuries,  or  two  centuries  and  a  half,  in  half. 

js^me  cases.    The  power  of  making  such  leases  has  been 

^y«i  by  various  Acts  of  Parliament  as  between  the  lessor 

jftsd  the  first  or  mesne  lessee,  and  by  settlements,  or  by 

primte  Acts  conferring  a  leasing  power,  given  in  settlements 

as  between  the  mesne  lessee  and  the  tenants  paravail.     But 

ivlien  an  is  done,  and  the  whole  matter  is  examined,  the 

result  is,  that  there  is  no  title  whatever  in  any  of  the  lessees 

except  the  title  which  the  lessor  has  given  them ;  that  the 

^hole  of  their  interests  are  confined  to  the  term,  or  the 

term  and  the  lives  together ;  and  that  this  case  is  in  no  one 

Particular  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  a  very  ordinary 

<>ccQrrence,  where  a  private  landlord  has  from  motives  of 

^dness  allowed  the  same  families  long  to  farm  his  land, 

or  from  motives  of  interest  has  granted  long  leases  to 

encourage  mining,  building,  or  other  speculations  demanding 

peat  outlay  of  capital,  and  has  renewed  from  time  to  time 

^e  term  for  such  purposes  originally  granted.     If  we  sup- 

^>greedthat,mBteadofthi8pro-  in.'' — Lord  Brougham's  MSS. 

^^^^SDg  continuing  in  its  course,  (a)  The  reporter  cannot  find 

^bOl  should  be  filed  to  which  no  amongst  Lord  Brougham's  MSS. 

^^Djectbn  should  be  taken  on  the  any  copy  or  note  of  the  observa- 

K^nuid  of  the  Prerogative,  and  tions  here  referred  to. 
^  «n  answer  should   be   put 
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1834.        poB6  the  property  leased  out  to  have  been  originally  in  striei 
Clayton  v.      Settlement,  80  that  no  interest  beyond  the  estate  of  the 
GunnAiJ'       tenant  for  life  could  be  conveyed,  and  a  private  Act  of  Par- 
liament was  requisite  to  sanction  and  validate  the  lease  for 
years  pur  autre  vie,  the  case  will  come  so  near  the  present 
as  not  to  be  distinguishable  from  it  even  in  form  and  appear- 
ance ;  but  in  substance  and  principle  the  case  is  exactly  the 
same  with  that  of  a  private  person,  or  a  succession  of  persons, 
enabled  by  the  powers  of  successive  settlements  to  grant 
leases  under  certain  restrictions,and  exercising  those  powers 
in  such  a  way  as  seldom  to  make  any  change  in  the  lessees, 
so  long  as  they  perform  their  covenants  and  continue  to 
cultivate,  to  mine,  or  to  build. 
Estates  of  the        ^  pretext,  for  it  amounted  to  nothmg  more,  has  been 
N^^i^  ^^M^.    o<^casionally  introduced  into  this  case,  as  if  the  lessees  were 
nors  upon  the    copyholders  or  customary  tenants  of  some  manor,  and  had, 

like  the  tenants  of  the  Northern  Manors  upon  the  Scotch 
Border,  in  Cumberland  or  Northumberland,  a  perpetual 
right  of  renewal  by  the  custom.    In  other  copyholds,  the 
estate  of  the  tenant  is  an  estate  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  but 
that  will  is  defined  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  so  that  as 
long  as  the  tenant  does  nothing  to  incur  a  forfeiture,  the 
interest,  which  he  has  in  his  tenement,  is  as  fixed,  indefear 
sible,  and  independent,  as  the  estate  of  the  lord  himself, 
being  an  estate  at  will  only  in  name.    In  the  tenant  right 
in  Manors,  as  they  are  called,  of  the  Northern  Border,  the 
form  of  holding  is  different,  while  in  substance  the  nature 
of  the  estate  is  the  same,  being  as  fixed,  indefeasible,  and 
independent  as  the  lord's.    Instead  of  an  estate  at  the  will 
of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom,  it  is  an  estate  for  the 
joint  lives  of  lord  and  tenant ;  a  leasehold  as  it  were  for 
their  joint  lives,  but  with  an  absolute  right  of  renewal  upon 
certidn  fixed  terms,  as  a  fine  of  so  many  customary  rents, 
or  what  is  called  an  arbitrary  fine,  long  since  restricted  to 
two  years'  improved  rent.     Upon  paying  this,  and  doing 
other  services,  the  customaiy  heir  of  the  tenant  (who  is  the 
same  heir  as  succeeds  to  the  Crown,  the  right  of  copar- 
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ceners  beh^  excluded),  renews  on  his  predecessor's  death,         1834. 
and,  on  payment  of  the  like  fine,  he  renews  on  the  lord's  Clayton  v. 
death ;  so  that  a  lease  for  their  joint  lives  is  always  in  G^nt^T' 
existence  at  a  fixed  rent,  and  is  kept  up  by  renewal  at  a 
fine  not  fixed,  but  never  exceeding  a  fixed  proportion  of  the 
im|Mroved  yearly  value.    The  estate  of  these  tenants,  there- 
fore, is  in  eveiy  material  respect  similar  to  that  of  ordinary 
copyholders,  where  the  rent  and  services  are  fixed  and  invar 
liable,  and  there  is  a  fine,  not  exceeding  two  years'  improved 
x^t,  payable  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  and  the  lord,  some- 
-times  on  the  death  of  one  only,  sometimes  on  the  death  of 
lx)th,  and  sometimes,  indeed  generally,  on  alienation  also. 

That  originally  those  estates  were  very  different  is  unde-  Those  estates 

,  ,  were  originally 

Juable :  they  were  far  more  feeble  m  all  respects.    At  first,  yery  different. 

indeed,  they  were  the  most  feeble  of  all,  being  mere  estates 

lat  ^will  of  the  lord,  and  the  tenants  being  his  villains,  serfs, 

3xid  bondsmen,  most  anciently  the  chattel  property  of  the 

lord,  and  not  fixed  to  the  soil  at  all,  afterwards  astricted 

^o  the  soil,  but  still  the  lord's  property,  and  passing  with 

^^e  soil  to  a  purchaser,  though  no  longer  liable  to  be  re- 

i^oved.    It  is  probable,  that  after  they  ceased  to  be  astricted 

^fcejwere  liable  to  be  removed,  and  their  tenure  to  be 

^^l^rmined  at  the  lord^s  will ;  and  in  those  Border  Manors, 

l^ere  the  tenure  assumed  the  form  of  leasehold  for  lives, 

can  be  no  doubt  that  at  one  time  the  right  of  renewal 

onged  not  to  the  tenant,  but  that  he  was  liable  to  be 

displaced  at  the  lord^s  pleasure.    The  steps  by  which  the 

^^^^^nge  was  efiected,  both  in  copyholds  generally  and  in  the 

t^^dicular  class  of  tenant  right  numors,  is,  like  all  the 

^^'^anges,  which  are  effected  by  the  slow  operation  of  time 

^^d  the  progress  of  society,  without  any  convulsion  and 

^'itbout  even  any  legislative  interposition,  involved  in  an 

^bBGority  which  we  seek  in  vain  to  pierce.    Some  disputes  Disputes  that 

*hat  arose  on  the  Northern  Border  in  James  the  First's  S^,  *^°  *i« 

Northern  Bor- 

^i&e,  gave  rise  to  an  Arbitration,  and  the  history  of  that  der  in  time  of 
^i'ttttaction  leads  to  the  belief  that  even  in  those  compara- 
^^dy  recent  days  the  tenant^s  estate  was  not  considered 
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1834. 

^^ . 

Clayton  v. 
Attobnky- 
Oknb&aIm 


Property  may 
be  80  adminis- 
tered aa  to 
create  rights 
against  which 
those,  who  have 
suffered  them 
to  be  so  esta- 
blished, will  in 
▼ain  struggle. 


as  firmly  established.  But  thus  much  I  think  we  may 
venture  to  affirm,  that  all  those  rights  were,  in  far  more 
distant  times,  in  somewhat  of  the  predicament  in  which  the 
present  claimants  of  renewal  are  now  placed ;  that  all  of 
them  passed  through  a  stage  of  this  kind,  and  that  the 
tenants  every  where  obtained,  by  sufferance  or  usurpation, 
their  indefeasible  rights  as  against  the  lords,  by  succeed- 
ing in  a  contention  of  a  description  similar  to  that  now 
urged  by  the  tenants  of  the  Duchy — a  contention  more 
silent  and  less  formal  indeed,  but  in  its  nature  and  object 
the  same.  If  the  lords  in  those  remote  times  had  chosen 
to  resist,  as  the  owners  of  the  Duchy  now  do,  the  fixed 
estates  at  present  and  for  ages  past  enjoyed  by  copyholders, 
never  could  have  been  obtained  by  them,  and  the  Duchy 
tenants  have  now  to  show  by  what  title  they  claim  any 
estates  beyond  what  the  leases  they  hold  by  contain  and 
convey.  All  pretence  that  they  have  attained  the  state 
of  copyhold  or  customary  tenants  is  out  of  the  question ; 
let  us  see,  then,  if  they  have  any  other  claim  to  renewal 
or  continuance. 

It  is  undeniable  that  the  property  of  the  Duchy  may,  like 
that  of  any  other  body  or  any  individual,  be  so  administered 
as  to  create  rights  against  which  those,  who  may  have  suf- 
fered them  to  be  established,  wiU  in  vain  struggle.  If  any 
lessor  so  treats  his  tenant  as  to  make  him  believe  that  he 
will  renew  his  term ;  if,  on  a  faith  so  superinduced,  the 
tenant  expends  his  money,  or  in  any  other  way  becomes  a 
loser,  the  lessor  will  be  compelled  to  give  him  such  renewal 
as  his  own  conduct  may  have  led  the  tenant  to  reckon  upon, 
especially  if  the  thing  done  by  the  tenant  in  any  way  redounds 
to  the  advantage  of  the  lord.  The  cases  cited  in  the  reply 
for  the  plaintiff,  Floyd  v.  Buckland  (a),  and  Allan  v. 
Bower  (&),  would  prove  this,  were  an  authority  wanting  to 
demonstrate  so  plain  a  proposition  ;  and  those  cases  prove 
nothing  more.  They  are  far  indeed  from  showing  that  the 
expectations,  which  the  tenant  may  have  formed,  even  if  he 

(a)  Freem.  C.  C.  268.  (b)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  149. 
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shall  have  acted  upon  them,  and  acted  upon  them  for  the         1834^ 
benefit  of  the  lessor,  give  the  tenant  a  title  to  a  renewal,  Clattok  v. 

Attormst- 
Gknsbal. 


unless  those  expectations  shall  have  been  created   by  the  ^'^^*^^^' 


assurances,  the  hints,  or  other  conduct  of  the  lessor  himself. 
They  are  as  far  from  showing  that  the  lessee  can,  by  any 
conduct  of  his,  create  a  right  of  renewal  beyond  his  own  title 
in,  and  power  over,  the  property,  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
transactions  between  the  parties.     But  in  both  these  par- 
ticulars the  present  case  differs  from  those  cited ;  and  in 
both  of  these  respects  does  the  doctrine  to  be  extracted 
from  such  cases  fail  to  include  and  to  support  the  conten- 
tion of  the  present  plain tii&.     There  has  been  nothing  done 
hj  the  Duchy  to  excite  expectations  and  mislead  the  tenants 
into  expenditure ;  and  there  exists  no  power  of  perpetual 
renewal  by  any  portion  of  the  title  that  I  can  conceive  to 
be  in  the  Duchy. 

The  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  as  is  weU  known,  was  created  Creation  of  the 

by  Edward  III.,  for  the  Black  Prince,  in  the  eleventh  year  wall. 

^f  hk  reign,  by  a  charter  made  in  Parliament,  and  having 

^^o  force  of  a  statute,  as  was  solemnly  adjudged  in  the 

-^^^^nce^s  C€ue,  reported  by  Lord  Coke  (a).     The  species  of 

^^ocession  is  of  a  singular  nature,  and  from  thence  has 

^^*'isen  no  small  portion  of  the  controversy,  which  now  is  in 

^Sitittion  before  us.     The  Duchy  vests  in  the  King^s  eldest 

^^^O.  and  heir  apparent  of  the  crown  at  the  instant  of  his 

^***tJi,  and  without  gift  or  creation ;   it  vests  in  him  too, 

^'^^ocrding  to  the  sounder  opinion,  as  if  he  were  of  full  age 

^  liis  birth,  and  as  if  minority  could  no  more  be  predicated 

Irim  than  of  the  sovereign  himself.     Lord  Coke,  indeed,  Lord  Coke's 

mistake 

'y  9L  mistake  not  easily  explained,  unless  we  refer  it  to  the 

^^^HX5umstance  of  the  8th  Report  being  published  after  that 

K**^eat  man^s  death,  and  with  the  errors  incident  to  posthu- 

^^ous  publications,  has  said  that  only  the  firsi-bom  son 

^^kes  the  Duchy,  and  that  on  his  decease  without  issue, 

^l^e  second  or  other  son  cannot  succeed.  But  this  has  been 

'^ftited  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Lomax  v.  Holmden  (ft),  who 

(a)  8  Reports,  1.  (b)  l  Yes.  sen.  295. 


L 
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1834.  refers  to  the  authority  of  Selden,  and  also  to  the  known 
Clattonv.  fact  of  Henry  VIII.  being  Doke  of  Cornwall  after  his 
gSTJ^'J"       ^^^^^^  Prince  Arthur's  death,  and  to  Charles  I.  (then 

Prince  Charles,)  having  the  Duchy  after  Prince  Henry's 
Shiftiog  of  the  death.  Yet  still  the  shifting  of  the  title  is  of  a  very  pecu- 
liar nature,  and  singularly  calculated  to  interfere  with 
grants  of  leasehold  interests.  For  if  the  crown  devolves 
upon  the  Duke  of  Cornwall,  having  no  son,  there  ceases  to 
be  a  Duke,  and  then  the  Duchy  is  in  the  crown.  But  at 
any  moment  a  son  may  be  bom;  his  birth  divests  the 
Duchy ;  and  the  Duke  then  holds  it  subject  to  the  double 
Originally  no     contingency  of  his  own  and  his  &ther^s  death.    Originally, 

ftcto  don6 

either  by  the     therefore,  no  acts  done,  either  by  the  crown  or  the  Duke, 

DvODTiMaid^     could  give  any  permanent  leasehold  interest  to  the  tenants. 

giye  any  per-      Yet  it  SO  happened  that  much,  indeed  most  of  the  Duchy 

hold  interest  to  property,  was  of  a  kind  that  required  the  outlay  of  capital ; 

the  tenants.       ^^  mines  in  Cornwall,  or  building  land  in  and  near  London. 

Some  powers  were  therefore  necessary  in  order  that  the 
estates  might  be  well  administered,  whether  in  the  hands 
of  the  prince  or  the  crown.    Accordingly,  as  early  as  the  21 

Act  of  21  Jac.  I.  Jac.  I.,  c.  29,  when  this  necessity  began  to  be  felt,  an  Act 

was  passed  reciting  that  the  peculiar  form  of  the  limitation 
by  which  the  Duchy  is  holden  had  raised  doubts  as  to  the 
enurance  of  leases  granted  by  the  Duke,  and  stating  the 
expediency  of  enabling  him  to  grant  such  ^^  leases  as  shall 
make  the  tenants  sure  to  have  good  estates,  and  so  be  en- 
couraged to  bestow  charges  on  the  building  and  maintain- 
ing of  their  houses,  and  manuring  their  lands  ;'^  and  enact- 
ing that  all  leases  granted  by  the  Prince  should  be  good  : 
not  for  ever,  nor  with  any  right  of  renewal,  but  provided 
expressly  that  they  exceeded  not  three  lives,  or  thirty-one 
years  determinable  on  three  lives.    A  similar  Act  was  made 

Act  of  1  Car.  I.  on  the  Princess  accession  in  1625,  1  Car.  I.  c.  2,  and  vnth 

the  same  restriction  of  the  leasing  power. 

During  the  civil  wars  no  renewal  under  the  powers  of 
these  Acts  had  been  made ;  and  at  the  restoration  it  was 
found  that  many  leases  had  expired,  or  were  about  to 
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expire,  the  fonner  Act  ccMifining  the  power  to  three  years,         1834. 

and  twenty  haying  elapsed ;  therefore  the  13  Car.  II.  stat.  2,  Clatton  v. 

c.  4,  was  passed  upon  a  recital  of  this  circumstance,  and  a  q^^^^' 

statement  that  the  tenantry  had  laid  out  money  to  the  Act  13  Car.  Ii. 

advantage  of  the  public,  and  that  but  for  a  renewal,  which 

by  law  could  not  now  be  made,  their  terms  would  expire. 

It  gave  the  crown  (there  being  then  no  Duke)  the  power 

of  renewal  during  three  years,  and  provided  no  longer  term 

than  thirty-one  years  and  three  lives  was  granted.     Surely 

nothing  can  be  more  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  those 

-Aenants  having  at  that  time  any  right  of  renewal,  than  this 

^edtal  that  the  leases  were  about  to  expire,  and  the  enact- 

jCDoits  that  they  should  only  be  renewed  for  a  certain  period, 

WMR  plain  and  defined  as  any  words  could  specify  or  limit. 

In  the  22nd  of  the  same  reign  was  passed  another  Act,  Act  22  C«r.  li. 
Ccap.  7),  reciting  that  the  rents  had  been  of  late  years 
raised,  and  that  complaints  were  made  of  the  increase ; 
'^nd  it  both  confirms  leases  granted,  which  do  not  exceed 
^Iie  period  limited  by  the  former  Acts,  and  gives  leave  to 
^^ompound  with  the  Duchy  officers  for  restoring  the  old 
'^nt ;  but  it  expressly  states  that  this  leave  is  by  the  Eang^s 
'^^ving  been  ^^  graciously  pleased  to  allow  of  the  composition 
Hf'on  the  conq)laint  made  to  him.^    The  same  leave  to  com- 
pound is  renewed,  and  stated  to  be  by  the  King^s  grace  in 
^be  same  terms,  three  years  after,  by  25  Car.  II.  c.  3,  and  Acto  25  Car.  11. 
^«ain  in  1686,  by  1  Jac.  II.  c.  9.  ^^  ^  ^^'  "' 

In  the  reign  of  Qeo.  II.,  another  Act  on  the  same  prin-  Act  10  Geo.  ll. 
^^plcs  was  passed,  (10  Geo.  II.  c.  29,  sect.  9,)  giving  the 
^^^^^m  the  like  powers  of  leasing  for  thirty-one  years  and 
"^luree  lives,  in  order,  says  the  preamble,  *^  that  the  minds  of 
"^^e  lessees  may  be  eased  and  quieted,  and  that  such  as  may 
^^^ke  lease  may  be  sure  to  have  good  and  indefeasible  estates^ 
^<^d  be  encouraged  to  lay  out  money  in  building.'^    The 
^^me  recital  occurs  in  the  subsequent  Acts  passed  33  Geo.  Acts  33  Geo.  li. 
^I.  c.  10, 1  Geo.  III.  c.  11,  33  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  3  Geo.  IV.  ss^^-^^ni. 
^.  78,  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  78,  and  1  &  2  of  his  present  Majesty,  3  Geo.  iv.  * 
l^*  5.)    The  power  in  these  Acts  is  given  for  seven  years,  and  1  &  2  Will. 

IV. 
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^  ^834.  and  much  reliance  is  placed  on  the  words  *^good  and  inde- 
Clayton  9.  feasible  estates f"^*  as  if  a  lease  for  thirty-one  years,  determi- 
GwtoIlT'       liable  on  three  lives,  were  not  a'* 'good  and  indefeasible 

estate/-'  for  years  or  lives,  compared  with  a  lease  for  such 
term,  or  such  lives,  liable  at  any  time  to  be  disaffirmed  at 
the  lessor^s  death,  by  his  successor.  It  really  seems  to  be 
assumed  in  the  argument  that  an  estate  for  years  is  not 
**^  an  estate  good  and  indefeasible,"  and  that  no  estate  can 
answer  this  description  which  is  less  than  a  perpetuity. 
But  let  us  only  look  at  the  enacting  part  of  the  statute. 
It  does  not  give  any  such  perpetual  right ;  it  says  not  one 
word  of  the  renewal ;  it  merely  enacts,  that  all  leases  made 
for  thirty-one  years  or  determinable  on  not  more  than  three 
lives,  '^  shall  be  good  and  effectual  in  law,  according  to  the 
purport  and  contents  of  the  samey^  against  all,  who  shall  hold 
or  inherit  the  Duchy.  Surely  nothing  can  be  more  manifest 
than  that  instead  of  giving  any  interest  whatever  beyond 
the  lease  actually  granted,  and  which  must  not  exceed  the 
limited  period,  this  enactment  only  makes  all  leasehold  in- 
terests not  exceeding  that  period  ^*  good  and  indefeasible*^ 
for  that  period,  and  no  longer,  against  the  holders  of,  or 
heirs  to,  the  Duchy.  To  contend  that  the  use  of  these 
words  gives  any  right  to  the  lessee  beyond  his  term  in  the 
lease,  is  quite  contrary  both  to  the  plain  intendment  of  the 
preamble,  and  the  obvious  force  and  effect  of  the  enact- 
ment and  proviso.  As  weU  might  it  be  contended,  that  a 
lease  from  A.  to  B.  in  these  words,  ''to  hold  for  thirty-one 
years  indefeasibly,  but  no  longer  than  thirty-one  years,*" 
gave  him  a  right  against  A.  to  have  another  thirty-one 
years  added  when  the  first  expired,  and  so  on  for  ever ;  in 
other  words,  that  a  "  good  and  indefeasible  term^  of  years, 
is  equivalent  to  a  good  or  indefeasible  estate  in  fee  simple, 
or  at  least  to  a  good  or  indefeasible  lease  in  perpetuity  at  a 
fixed  rent. 

The  expressions  used  in  the  Acts  formerly  quoted,  of 
"  good  estates,''  in  21  James  I.,  and  '*  fixed  estates,''  in  13 
Charles  II.,  are  not  so  much  relied  upon,  but  are  subject  to 
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the  same  remark.     Those  acts  did  enable  the  Crown  to        18^*     ^ 
grant  ^^goodT*  and  **fixe(f*  estates ;  but  only  for  years  and  Clattom  v. 
JiVes.     They  were   •*good,"  compared  with  the  "bad^  g^'SIIT" 
estates;  and  ** fixed,*'  compared  with  the  *^ uncertain  and 
*^fraW  estates,  which,  but  for  the  power  of  those  acts, 
were  all  the  Crown  or  the  Duchy  could  give ;  for  without 
these  powers  no  lease  for  a  year,  or  a  month,  or  a  week, 
c^ould  have  been  good  and  fixed,  but  only  for  the  life  of  the 
;  and  not  even  for  that,  since  the  peculiar  tenure,  by 
the  Duchy  was  holden,  exposed  the  lessee  to  other 
cajstialties  beside  the  lessor's  death. 

It  was  afterwards  deemed  expedient,  indeed  it  probably 
^^vas  found  necessary,  to  give  some  extension  of  the  leasing 
po'w^er,  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  builders.     As  early  Letters  Patent 
a^s  1777,  by  letters  patent,  the  Duke  of  Cornwall  (his  late  ^^i^^^- 
A^ajesty  George  the  Fourth,)  had  granted  to  the  Clayton 
'^vnily  a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years,  but  as  the  enabling 
^^^t^  then  in  force  only  gave  a  power  of  leasing  for  three 
'^'v^e,  these  letters-patent  would  not  have  been  valid,  had 
such  three  lives  also  been  added  as  a  qualification. 
was  accordingly  done,  though  it  is  contended,  from  the 
le  of  this  grant  and  the  circumstances  of  it,  that  it  was 
^^'^^nded  to  be  renewed  as  the  lives  dropped.     This  is  only 
*^^^*^  of  the  general  question  now  before  us,  there  being  no- 
^v:ig  in  the  letters  patent  to  carry  the  term  beyond  the  lives 
t^lie  three  cestui  que  vies  mentioned,  and  nothing  whatever 
^^newal  referred  to ;  there  being  also  an  absolute  want 
^.U  power  to  grant  such  a  lease  as  is  contended  for,  at 
•t;  time,  to  any  person  or  on  any  consideration.     Under 
letters  patent  the  lessees  took,  held,  and  built.     But 
X793  it  was  deemed  advisable  to  enlarge  the  leasing 
v-er ;   and  by  the  act  then  passed,  upon  a  recital  that 
'^t>08  applications  for  building  leases  had  been  made,  and 
the  parties  could  not  undertake  such  operations  if  they 
only  terms  of  thirty-one  years  or  three  lives,   the 
'^cshy  was  expressly  empowered  to  grant  leases  for  the 
Jute  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  on  improved  annual 
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1834.        iiround  rents.     This  act,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end, 
Clayton  v.      says  nothing  of  renewal ;  but  it  is  equally  silent  as  to  the 

leases  already  granted  for  ninety-nine  years,  determinable 
on  three  lives.  It  is  said,  indeed,  to  confirm  those  leases 
"  made,'"  as  well  as  those  "  to  be  made ;"  but  if  we  were  to 
admit  that  it  confirms  all  of  them,  by  the  use  of  those 
words,  yet  they  occur  in  the  first  section,  before  a  word  had 
been  said  of  the  expediency  of  granting  leases  for  ninety-nine 
years  absolute ;  and  it  confirms  them  expressly  according 
"  to  the  purport  and  contents  of  the  said  leases  and  grants  r 
so  that  supposing  the  words  '*  made,  or  to  be  made^  ex- 
tended backward  to  grants  already  in  existence — ^as  to  the 
letters  patent  of  1777 — these  are  only  validated  **  according 
to  their  purport  and  contents,''''  which  of  course  gives  the 
parties  in  this  case  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  on  three 
lives,  without  any  right  of  renewal. 

That  those  statutes,  then,  neither  by  the  recitals  of  their 

preambles  nor  by  their  enactments,  give  the  least  right 

beyond  the  mere  terms  of  the  demise,  is  clear  past  all  doubt. 

But  it  is  said,  that  this  mode  of  dealing  with  the  property, 

and  this  way  of  adverting  to  the  estate  granted  to  the 

lessee,  was  calculated  to  deceive  the  tenants  and  make 

them  lay  out  their  money  on  the  premises ;  and  it  is  added, 

that  the  inducing  them  to  do  so,  is  avowed  as  the  object 

in  view  of  the  legislature. 

Question  of  any      This  misleading  by  the  lessor,  or  the  lessor  and  the  par- 

ihc\Sor^     liament  together,  (for  we  are  not  very  distinctly  told  who 

the  lessor  and    it  was  that  practised  the  deception,)  consists  therefore  ol 

the  parliament       ,  ,,  mii  i  »    %  ,«. 

together.  three  things :  The  phraseology  of  the  preamble — the  sab- 

stance  of  the  enactments — the  motive  avowed.  Now  1 
think  it  may  be  safely  laid  down  as  a  rule  to  govern  thii 
kind  of  question,  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  charge  anotliei 
with  the  consequences  of  his  own  grossly  mistaking,  anc 
even  wilfully  misstating,  the  sense  of  words  used.  When  i 
person  employs  a  word  in  one  sense,  and  for  one  purpose 
which  had  he  used  it  in  company  with  other  expressions 
and  plainly  with  a  different  view,  would  have  borne  a  ver 
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different  meaningy  no  one  has  a  right  to  run  away  with  the        1B34. 

wordy  and  by  merely  crying  out  in  a  senseless  manner,  Clattonv. 

"  You  said  esiatey''  or  «  You  said  indefeasible^''  or,  "  You  qIJ^T" 

eaSAfixed^  justify  himself  for  forming  expectations  that  the 

other  party  intended  something  more  than  a  gift  of  the 

particular  quantity  of  interest  specifically  described,  with 

cerUoMty  to  that  fixed  amount,  and  indefeasibly  to  that 

amount.     There  is  nothing  at  all  obscure  or  ambiguous  in 

the  words.    An  indefeasible  estate  for  three  lives,  means, 

as   plainly  as  words  can  speak,  an  estate  for  three  lives, 

happen  what  will  to  the  grantor  of  the  estate,  and  be  who 

naay  the  owner  of  the  fee  or  reversion  during  those  three 

liv^es;  nor  can  any  one  be  deceived  by  such  words  into  a 

l^^ief  that  more  is  meant  to  be  given,  unless  he  wilfully 

tcives  himself  by  taking  the  words  in  a  sense,  which  does 

belong  to  them,  and  in  which  no  man  employs  them. 

tJae  preamble  left  any  thing  doubtful  (but  which,  however, 

certunly  does  not),  the  enactment  and  the  proviso 

lOve  that  doubti  because   they  show  in  what   sense 

i^mdefeoiible"  is  used.      As  for  the  motive  avowed,  of 

icing  the  lessee  to  lay  out  money,  nothing  can  be  less 

^^^^li^able  of  misleading.    Unless  they  were  sure  of  their  term 

tJiirty-one  years  or  three  lives,  that  is,  if  they  were 

le  to  be  turned  out,  not  at  the  end  of  those  terms  res- 

ively,  but  whensoever  the  lessor  died,  or  became  king, 

Iiad  a  son,  they  would  of  course  lay  out  no  money, 

though  the  lease  purported  to  be  for  thirty-one 

or  three  lives,  it  was,  in  reality,  not  even  for  one  life, 

vras  determinable  by  the  death  of  the  lessor,  and  by 

L^r  contingencies. 

X  have  faiiherto  of  purpose  stated  the  argument  raised 

^  tJie  plaintiff^  wholly  upon  grounds,  which  must  be  common 

^n  the  lessees  of  the  Duchy,  because,  after  all,  the  case 

^  liim  rests  entirely,  and  the  answer  to  that  case,  mainly, 

least  adequately  and  satisfactorily,  may  be  made  to 

upon  the  examination  of  those  general  grounds, 

^^thout  resorting  to  any  thing  peculiar  in  the  Clayton 

k2 
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Petition  of 
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grant.     Nevertheless,  I  cannot  shat  my  eyes  to  some  spe- 
cial circumstances,  which  deprive  those,  who  now  ms^intAJn 
the  contention,  of  any  shadow  of  claim,  built  upon  a  sup- 
posed understanding,  or  a  fancied  deception  practised  upon 
them.     I  pass  over  the  letter,  in  October,  1831,  of  Mr. 
Wickens  to  the  Surveyor-General  of  the  Duchy,  the  ex- 
pressions of  which  are  the  very  reverse  of  any  thing  like  an 
indication  of  the  parties  (whom  he  represented)  being  con- 
scious of  a  right.     I  likewise  pass  over  the  kindred  and 
sinister  expressions  of  the  plaintiff  himself  in  his  letter  of 
December  in  the  same  year.     These  I  pass  over,  not  from 
any  disposition  to  underrate  the  importance  of  their  bearing 
upon  the  argument,  but  because  they  relate  not  to  the 
early  period  of  the  time  in  which  an  understanding  is  said 
to  have  grown  up  and  been  encouraged  by  the  lessor.     But 
the  petition  presented   in  March  1777,  when  the  letters 
patent  for  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  on  three  lives, 
were  granted,  is  not  subject  to  the  same  objection,  and  the 
occasion  on  which  it  was  preferred,  the  renewal  of  the  term, 
clothes  this  petition  with  great  importance.     After  stating 
that  this  term  of  thirty-one  years,  granted  in  1747,  would 
expire  in  1778,  and  that  the  reversionary  term  of  eighteen 
years,   expectant  upon  that  first  term,   would   then   be 
vested  in  possession,  the  petitioner  goes  on  to  represent 
that  the  premises,  from  their  situation,  would  be  much  more 
improvable  than  at  present,  and  would  be  of  considerably 
more  advantage  both  to  him  and  the  Crown  in  future,  (it 
was  during  the  Duke's  minority,)  '^  if  such  a  term  were 
granted  as  would  enable  him  to  let  upon  building  leases,  from 
which  he  had  hitherto  been  restrained  by  having  had  no 
longer  term  vested  in  him  than  thirty-one  years,  both  in 
possession  and  reversion.**     He  then  refers  to  the  Crown 
and  the  Duke^s  power  to  grant  leases  not  only  for  thirty- 
one  years,  but  also  for  any  term  determinable  on  one,  two, 
or  three  lives ;   and  his  prayer  is  to  be  allowed  to  sur- 
render his  present  interest,  (that  is,  the  residue  of  thirty- 
one  years  in  possession,  and  the  whole  expectancy  of  the 
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eighteen-  years  in  ^  reversion,^)  and  to  have  a  new  lease   ,     ^^^*     , 
granted  for  ninety-nine  yearSy  if  such  three  lives  as  he  shall  Clatton  «. 
name^  or  either  of  them,  shall  so  long  live^for  a  moderate  qbnbkal.' 
fine.    This  is  really  decisive,  and  disposes  of  the  whole 
question  with  the  present  plaintiff.     For,  first,  it  proves 
that  he  did  make,  and  could  make  no  claim  of  right  what- 
ever beyond  the  term  then  in  him,  and  that  he   could 
pretend  no  right  of  renewal  whatever.     If  he  could — if  he 
liad  not  only  eighteen  years  absolute  in  reversion,  but  a 
Jight  to  renew — then  he  could  have  had  no  difficulty  in 
granting  sub-leases,  with  covenants  to  add  the  renewed 
t>emi  to  the  term  granted  by  those  sub-leases.     But  he  dis- 
t;inctly  states  that  he  can  do  nothing  of  the  kind ;  that  he 
lias  no  more  than  an  estate  for  years,  which  must  expire  in 
nineteen  years ;  and  that  he  must  therefore  resort  to  his 
lessor  to  give  him  a  better  estate  in  lieu  of  it,  and  one 
^v'hich  will  last  longer.     But,  secondly,  in  having  this  re- 
csourse,  and  in  this  admitted  necessity,  he  expressly  states 
the  Crown^s  power,  with  its  restrictions,  and  only  asks  to 
li^ve  ninety-nine  years,  if  those  lives  whom  he  is  to  name 
^AtMll  so  long  last.     Nothing  can  be  more  distinct  than  this 
^■^Itnission,  that  the  Crown  could  grant  no  more,  unless 
P^T'haps  it  be  the  cognate  admission,  that  he  had  no  idea  of 
^^ting  any  more,  and  confined  his  whole  prayer  to  ninety^ 
***^e  yearsy  determinable  on  three  lives.     He  does  so  confine 
^^^9   prayer;  he  asks  this,  and  he  asks  no  more;   it  is 
S*^nted.     Can  he  now  complain  that  he  has  not  got  all  he 
^^Ifed!    Can   he  now  be   heard  to  say  that  he  got  not 
^^nety-nine  years  determinable^  but  ninety-nine  years  abso- 
^te;  or  that  he  has  a  right  to  put  in  lives  when  his 
Nominees  die;  or  that  he  thought  all  the  while  that  the 
^^chy  lessees  had  *^good  and  indefeasible  ^  estates  beyond 
^  terms  in  their  leases ;  that  they  could  not  be  ousted  ; 
uiat  they  were  as  much  independent  owners  as  the  lessor ; 
L  ^d  that  the  only  difference  between  their  two  estates  was  the 

i  obligation  to  pay  a  small  fixed  rent  i    Nothing  can  be  more 
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preposterous  than  such  a  contention,  and  notlung  more  fatal 
to  it  than  a  bare  statement  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

As  for  the  act  enabling  the  Clayton  fiunily  to  grant 
leases,  and  the  mortgage  by  them  to  Sir  R.  Taylor,  in  1778, 
of  the  lease  in  question  for  6000/.,  these  plainly  cannot 
carry  the  case  one  step  further.     The  private  act  cmly 
affects  the  rights,  interests,  and  equities  of  the  manbers  of 
the  family  in  regard  of  the  title ;  and  least  of  aU  can  any 
inference  be  drawn  for  their  pledging  the  lease.    The  term, 
without  any  right  of  renewal,  might  be,  for  aught  we  know, 
sufficient  security  for  6000/. ;  but  if  not,  they  might  pledge 
whatever  right  of  renewal  they  had,  or  might  be  able  to 
prove  they  had ;  and  if  they  had  no  right,  they  might  con- 
sent to  give  their  mortgagee  the  benefit  of  such  renewal  as 
in  any  way  they  might  obtain.     But  all  this  is  inapplicable^^^ 
to  the  present  purpose  in  any  way ;   for  no  transaction 
between  the  lessee  of  the  duchy  and  any  third  party  behin 
the  back  of  the  duchy,  can  ever  affect  its  rights.     Th< 
utmost  that  can  be  gathered  from  any  such  dealings,  ho 
dear  and  unequivocal  soever,  is  that  they  evince  an 
tation  or  belief,  or  confidence  on  the  part  of  the  leasees, 
that  they  were  to  have  a  renewal ;   but  this  proves  justS^ 
nothing  at  all,  unless  it  is  further  shown  that  this  e 
tion  was  created  by  the  Duchy. 

Let  us  then  consider  in  what  respect  this  case  difiers  froi 
so  many  of  daily  occurrence,  and  what  claim  the  Duch]^^ 
lessees  can  make  to  renewal,  or  to  continuance  of  their^^ 
terms,  that  would  not  be  open  to  the  tenants  of  any  others 
estates,  which  have  been  accustomed  to  be  farmed,  or  built^ 
on  and  occupied,  or  worked  in  mines,  by  the  same  1 
or  their  families  for  a  long  course  of  years.     I  profess,  wit 
all  the  attention  I  have  been  able  to  give  the  subject,  that;:^ 
I  can  find  no  difference  whereon  to  abide,  or  to  raise  a 
tinction. 

Suppose  a  great  landowner  in  the  country,  or  the  pro- 
prietor of  an  estate  built  upon  in  London,  has  succeeded 
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to  his  anoestoiB  under  whom  farms  have  been  occupied  from         ^^^- 
fourteen  years  to  fourteen  years,  for  many  generations,  or  Cu^tton  •. 
bouses  built  on  forty-nine  years^  leases,  renewed  from  time  Q^j^j^^'^l^' 
to  time  on  fines  and  paying  a  ground-rent,  without  aUowing 
the  lease  to  expire  during  a  century,  or  a  century  and  a 
half — nothing  can  be  more  common  in  London  than  such 
constant  renewals ;  they  are  not  unknown  even  in  agricul- 
tiinl  holdings,  without  any  leases ;  because  in  some  parts 
of  the  country  where  leases  are   uncommon,   the    same 
fkrmers  have  continued  (and  they  are  often  not  the  best 
of  frnners)  to  occupy  under  the  same  landlord  for  ages,  and 
merely  at  will ;  but  in  London,  the  practice  in  almost  every 
case  is  not  to  let  the  lease  expire ;  and  here,  therefore,  the 
eircmnstances  I  am  supposing,  are  of  constant  occurrence : — 
to  make  the  parallel  between  the  cases  more  exact,  suppose 
the  estate  in  question  to  have  been  in  strict  settlement,  as 
it  easily  may  be,  for  ages ;  and  that  as  often  as  a  recovery 
^'(^M  suffered,  or  a  fine  levied,  new  uses  were  so  declared  as 
to  resettle  it  upon  a  succession  of  mere  tenants  for  life,  but 
^ways  with  powers  of  leasing  :    suppose  that  the  same 
Powets  were  always  given  of  granting  a  lease  not  exceeding 
^irty-one  years  or  three  lives,  and  that  the  settlement 
^^I'eating  the  power  contained  a  preamble  also  included  in 
^^^  lease,  ^^  that  it  was  expedient  for  encouraging  good 
husbandry,  for  increasing  mining  speculations,  and  for  en- 
S^giDg  the  lessees  to  expend  their  money  in  building,  that 
^  power  should  be  given  of  granting  good  and  indefeasible 
^^tatea  according  to  the  purport  of  the  leases  under  such 
power  :^  suppose  that  in  the  faith,  as  they  might  say,  but 
iQ  the  expectation,  or  the  hope  as  it  would  be  more  correct 
to  say,  of  renewals,  the  lessees  had  granted  sub-leases  to 
^der-tenants  for  a  period  extending  beyond  their  own  ap- 
parent interest,  as  shown  on  the  face  of  their  leases,  and 
rather  for  a  period  according  with  their  hopes  and  expecta- 
tions, or  say  their  claims  and  pretensions,  than  with  their 
dear  and  undoubted  title ;  and  suppose  further  that  they 
"^  mortgaged  their  leases  for  more  than  they  could  well 
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^  ^834.  carry,  unless  the  renewal  was  certain,  although  to  saoh 
Clayton  v,  mortgage  the  landlord  in  the  country,  or  ground-landlord 
q][^5J!J^'       in  London,  was  neither  party  nor  privy :   now  the  case  I 

have  put  would  give  every  one  of  those  lessees  pretending 
to  have  the  right  of  renewal,  the  same  claim  against  his 
landlord,  the  same  indefeasible  estate  in  his  farm  or  his 
houses,  which  the  tenants  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall  now 
set  up ;  for  there  is  all  the  same  combination  of  circum- 
stances in  the  case  I  have  supposed,  as  in  the  case  at  bar. 
We  have  the  long  possession  and  constant  renewal ;  the 
dealing  on  both  sides  with  the  property  uniformly,  and  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  existence  of  right ;  the  publi- 
city of  the  power  to  lease  given  in  the  settlement ;  the 
words  in  which  the  grounds  of  grapting  that  power  are 
couched,  viz.,  that  the  tenants  may  have  good  and  indefea- 
sible estates ;  the  reason  for  granting  such  estates,  viz.,  that 
they  may  be  encouraged  to  lay  out  their  money  on  the  pro- 
perty ;  the  distinct  statement  of  these  expressions  to  the 
tenants  in  their  leases,  which  is  indeed  much  stronger,  and 
brings  it  more  home  to  them,  and  comes  more  du^ctly  from 
the  lessor,  than  all  the  Duchy  acts  of  parliament  together 
can  be  said  to  give  notice  to  the  Duchy  lessees ;  last  of  all, 
we  have  the  dealing  of  the  lessees  on  the  faith  of  having 
such  interest  and  such  right  of  perpetual  renewal  by  ex- 
pending money,  by  granting  long  sub-leases,  and  by  heavily 
mortgaging.  All  this  makes  the  case  just  as  strong,  nay, 
much  stronger,  for  the  tenants  of  Lord  Fitzwilliam  in 
Yorkshire,  and  of  Lord  Westminster  in  Middlesex;  and  yet 
all  that  this  amounts  to  is  so  absolute  a  nullity  as  an  argu- 
ment, or  even  the  shadow  of  an  argument,  to  prove  that  the 
tenant  can  renew  at  pleasure,  and  that  the  landlords  have 
no  right  to  determine  their  leases,  and  take  the  estate  into 
their  own  hands,  and  let  it  out  to  new  tenants  as  the  terms 
fall  in,  that  there  is  no  conveyancer,  no  common  or  equity 
lawyer,  no  solicitor  of  a  year's  standing,  no  student  of* 
year's  reading,  who  would  ever  dream  of  allowing  any  one 
of  those  tenants  to  prefer  any  thing  wearing  the  semblance 
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of  a  chum  to  renewal  as  a  right,  or  to  offer  the  shadow  of        1834. 
remoDstraiice,  or  to  mutter  even  a  threat  of  stirring  the  ques-  clatton  •. 
tion  when  served  with  a  notice  to  quit.     Nay,  I  wiU  venture  Attorney- 
to  aay  that  there  is  not  one  of  those  tenants  themselves,  the 
most  obstinate,  and  litigious,  and  insolent,  that  the  metro- 
politan, or  the  most  rude  and  ignorant  that  the  remote, 
proTince  can  produce,  on  either  the  Grosvenor   or    the 
^Wentworth  estate,  whose  folly  and  presumption,  or  whose 
dulness  and  inexperience  of  legal  matters,  would  ever  lead 
Him  to  fancy  a  right  as  against  his  landlord,  or  push 
iiim  to  menace  the  slightest  resistance  to  his  absolute 
nght  of  granting  or  refusing  a  renewal  of  the  expiring 


Xhoee  cases  are  no  way  distinguishable  from  the  present;  Churcfa  pro- 

l>iit  there  is  one,  if  it  be  possible,  still  more  directly  parallel,  ^i^csutci, 

of  daily  occurrence.     Church  property  and  College 

are  almost  always  let  on  fine  and  renewal :  that  is, 

twenty-one  years,  renewable  every  seven  years  on  a  fine ; 

such  estates  have  in  most  instances  been  for  ages  in 

'^^e   same  holding.    The  lease  is  hardly  ever  suffered  to 

expire.     Those  leaseholds,  sometimes  called  chapter-lands 

^*^d  coUege-holden  property,  go  from  father  to  son,  are  sold, 

^^ttled,  unsettled,  resettled,  in  short,  made  the  subject  of 

Coalings  in  the  market,  and  at  law,  and  in  equity,  as  if  they 

'^''©re  of  freehold  and  copyhold  tenure.    There  is  none  of  these 

^^iiants,  who  could  not  raise  fully  stronger  cases  of  claim  than 

^*^y,  which  the  Duchy  tenants  can  get  up.     YlSt  who  ever 

Heard  of  such  a  pretension  being  brought  forward;  or  ever  en- 

^Hained,  or  ever  ventilated  or  even  whispered  at  a  farmer^s 

^^^ting  or  a  tradesman's  club  ?  It  generally  suits  the  indivi- 

Qiials,  who  compose  those  corporate  bodies,  and  are  persons 

^f  a  somewhat  advanced  age,  to  renew,  rather  than  to  let 

the  leases  expire ;  and  therefore  they  rarely  exercise  their 

^^t  of  determining  the  leases.     But  this  is  far  from  being 

^ways  the  ease.     In  some  chapters,  from  time  to  time,  the 

L  opposite  course  has  been  taken ;  and  in  many  colleges,  of 

I  late  yeara^  it  has  been  pursued.    The  fellows  have  allowed 


138  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY. 

1834.  the  last  fourteen  years  to  run  out,  foregoing  the  benefit  of 
Clayton  v.  the  fine  in  order  to  obtain,  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease, 
Attornbt-       |.jjg  whole  property  discharged  of  the  term,  and  either  to 

change  their  tenants  altogether,  or  to  occupy  it  themselves. 
But  it  is  very  certain  that  there  never  has  yet  occurred  an 
instance  of  this  right  being  resisted,  or  in  any  manner  of 
way  disputed,  or  cavilled  at,  or  doubted;  and  men  who 
doubt  all  other  rights  as  connected  with  this  little  far 
voured  species  of  property,  never  yet  have  been  ignorant 
enough,  or  hardy  enough  to  question  this  ;  nor  will  they,  as 
long  as  the  law  of  the  land  remains  unchanged,  and  the 
rights  of  private  property  are  held  sacred.  But  if  the 
Duchy  tenants  are  right,  then  no  chapter  and  no  college 
can  henceforth  suffer  a  lease  to  expire.  All  are  bound  to 
renew  at  the  tenant's  good  pleasure ;  in  other  words,  here, 
as  in  the  case  before  put  of  the  Yorkshire  landlord,  the 
proprietor  and  his  tenants,  and  the  lessor  and  lessee,  change 
places,  and  the  owner  becomes  dispossessed  by  mere  efflux 
of  time.  By  long  endurance  of  the  occupation,  by  expec- 
tations engendered  without  his  aid,  by  hopes  which  he  has 
done  nothing  to  raise,  he  is  stripped  of  his  estate,  and 
becomes  a  dependent  upon  his  lessees.  That  which  in  all 
other  cases  has  been  thought  to  strengthen  a  landlord's 
title,  the  long  payment  of  rent,  destroys  this  title ;  that 
which  has  hitherto  been  held  to  preclude  a  party  firom  dis- 
puting another's  right,  namely,  the  long-subsisting  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  between  them,  clothes  him  with  the 
power  of  defeating  his  landlord ;  that  which  in  the  times 
that  are  past,  was  wont  to  be  regarded  as  the  confirmation 
and  assurance  of  the  lord^s  estate,  the  long  acknowledg- 
ment by  the  tenant  of  his  lord's  title,  now  operates  its 
extinction,  and  transfers  the  lordship  to  the  tenant. 

It  is  said  that  this  is  not  merely  the  case  of  the  Clajrton 
family,  but  of  many  other  mesne  lessees,  and  that  the  decision 
of  it  will  affect  not  only  the  leases  of  the  tenants  paravul  on 
that  estate,  but  hundreds  of  others ;  in  a  word,  that  it  is  the 
ease  of  all  the  tenants,  mesne  or  para  vail,  of  all  the  Duchy  oT^ 
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Cornwall.     I  ftilly  accede  to  this  proposition,  only  I  carry  it        ^^ 
further.     For  it  is  not  merely  the  case  of  this  Duchy,  but  Clattom  «. 
of  many  others ;  the  Duchy  of  Portknd,  and  Bedford,  and  gS?I!^^" 
Devon,  and  Cleveland,  and  Sutherland,  and  Rutland ;  and  it  Not  merely  the 
18  not  only  the  case  of  those  ample  domains,  but  of  all  other  Dueh^^Corn- 
proprietors  great  and  small,  and  their  tenants.    It  is  the  case  wall,  but  of 

,  msny  othert. 

of  every  one  estate  m  the  towns  and  in  the  countries,  where 
the  land  has  been  leased  for  a  length  of  time,  and  the  terms 
have  not  been  suffered  to  expire.  There  is  nothing  to  distin- 
gniah  the  case  of  the  King  or  his  eldest  son>  the  Prince,  and 
their  tenants,  from  that  of  all  other  landlords  and  all  other 
tenants  throughout  the  realm.     Were  I  to  give  judgment 
Qow  against  the  Crown,  I  should  make  every  title  through- 
out the  kingdom  shake,  and  conjure  up  a  fearful  group,  a 
Ixost  of  dark  and  fantastic  suitors,  to  blacken  this  Hall  and 
fill  its  air  with  novel  and  discordant  sounds,  uncouth  to  all 
l^»med  ears,  unintelligible  to  all  learned  minds,  and  I 
^liould  involve  the  community  and  all  its  real  property  in  a 
^"*ii^«»  of  groundless,  endless,  pitiless  litigation. 

I  have  been  pressed  with  the  argument  that  this  appb'ca-  The  appliance 
^5on  i^ould  at  all  events  be  granted,  because  while  the  topic!  that^an 
^M  uestion  is  undecided,  the  Injunction  is  necessary  to  keep  injunction  is 

^="-  .  .  ,  .  necessary  to 

as  they  are.     This,  the  daily  topic  on  such  motions,  keep  matters 
frequently  applicable;  but  its  appliance  must  in  each  most  in  each 
depend  upon  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  has  a  *^*^  depend 

*  *  *  ^  ^  *  upon  the  ques- 

prospect  of  succeeding  ultimately,  and  accordingly  an  tion,  whether 

...  1*       •  11  TT    ,'  ^   •  ti  1*  •    the  plaintiff  has 

njunction  motion  is  generally  a  prehbation^  a  trial  by  antici-  a  faU-  prospect 
of  the  question  to  be  ultimately  decided  between  the  of  ?"ccee<iing 

*  ^  •'  ultimately. 

•     Were  the  proposition  to  be  accepted  as  it  was 
^^:srged  in  the  present  case,  the  filing  a  biU  and  suspending 
the  defendant's  legal  rights,  would  be  synonymous ; — 
rould  be  one  and  the  same  operation.     No  one  can  seriously 
^sten  to  such  a  pretension.     Before  I  can  interfere  to  disturb 
ly  man's  legal  rights,  before  I  can,  by  the  prerogative  of 
'fclieeqnitable  jurisdiction,  strip  any  man — ^be  he  the  sovereign, 
^r  be  he  the  meanest  of  that  monarch's  subjects — of  those 
ights  with  which  the  law  of  the  land  has  clothed  him,  I 
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Clayton  v. 
Attobnst- 

GlNSftAL. 


The  right  at 
Uw  should  not 
be  moved  with- 
out suffident 
reason  being 
shown  to  be- 
lieve that  this 
right  is  one, 
which  Equity 
will  finally  vary, 
or  control,  or 
displace. 

Plaintiff's  claim 
to  have  a  com- 
mission to  in- 
quire of  fftCtS 
denied,  or  not 
confessed,  by 
the  Attomey- 
GeneraL 


must  see  that  the  probability  is  in  favour  of  his  case  nlti- 
mately  prevailing  in  the  final  issue  of  the  suit.  Unless 
where  the  risk  of  remediless  mischief  being  done  is  so 
imminent  as  to  make  the  Court  desire,  before  all  things, 
and  above  all  things,  to  keep  things  entire,  it  will  not  shut 
its  eyes  to  the  greater  or  less  chance,  which  there  is  in  the 
plaintiff's  favour,  of  finally  establishing  his  claims.  In  any 
other  case  it  is  most  fit,  nay,  it  is  most  necessary,  that  the 
right  at  law  be  not  moved,  without  sufficient  reason  being 
shown  to  believe  that  this  right  is  one,  which  equity  will 
finally  vary,  or  control,  or  displace. 

When  the  argument  closed  a  few  days  ago,  I  entered  fully 
into  the  reason,  which  made  me  hold  that  the  right  here 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  of  having  a  commission  to  inquire 
of  facts  denied  or  not  confessed  by  the  Attorney-General,  (a) 
does  not  in  the  least  further  the  present  implication  for  an 
Injunction.     Whether  the  pending  of  the  suit,  whether 
the  suspension  of  the  decision  either  way,  be  effected  by  a 
commission  alleged  to  be  the  plaintiff's  right,  though  not 
yet  issued,  nor  yet  even  applied  for,  and  of  which  we  may 
never  hear  any  more ;  or  by  the  mere  bringing  of  the  suit, 
and  filing  the  biU,  which  has  been  answered  both  on  oath 
and  on  averment,  is  whoUv  immaterial.     In  both  cases  the 
suspense  is  admitted,  and  whether  the  event  suspending 
the  decision  hangs  upon  one  thing  or  upon  two,  cannot 
make  the  least  difference.     The  question  is  not  how  are 
matters  suspended — that  is  immaterial ;  nor  is  the  question 
whether  the  suspense  exists  and  continues  or  not — ^that  is 
explicitly  admitted  ;  but  the  only  question  is  what  case  has 
the  plaintiff  made  to  show  that  he  is  in  the  right,  and  that 
he  will  in  the  end  probably  prevail  i  Not,  is  the  decision 
suspended,  or  how  is  it  suspended  ?  but  will  that  decision 
probably  be  in  his  favour!    To  this  inquiry  I  have  ad* 
dressed  myself,  and  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived 
is  clear  and  unhesitating.     My  opinion    most  undoubt- 

(a)  See  a  short  note  of  the  cases      burif  and  The  Queen  and  the  Baron 
of  The  Queen  and  Lord  Canter-      de  Bode,  post  page  143. 
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'^(^7  ^  that  no  case  whatever  has  been  made  against  the         1834. 
defendants.  Clatton  v. 

When  this  case  was  first  broached  before  me,  and  when  attornky- 
I  considered  the  peculiarity  of  my  situation^  I  was  stricken  Peculiarity  of 
with  a  more  than  ordinary  anxiety.    A  minister  of  the  n^^'J^ 
Crown,  serving  my  sovereign  during  his  gracious  pleasure,  situation. 
in  a  high,  indeed  as  far  as  rank  goes,  in  the  highest  station, 
in  His  Majesty^s  councils,  and  liable  to  be  removed  from 
tlus  station  at  any  moment  by  his  mere  act,  I  felt  naturally 
most  averse  to  take  upon  me  the  decision  of  a  question, 
irhich  gave  to,  or  took  from,   that  gracious  prince   the 
largest  sum  of  money,  which  I  believe  apy  single  judge  in 
^his,  or  in  any  country,  ever  judicially  disposed  of;  and 
J  asked  the  parties  if  they  chose  that  I  should  be  assisted 
l>y  some  of  those  judges,  who  hold  their  high  offices  for 
life.     It  was  not  certainly  that  I  doubted  my  own  sense 
of  Justice,  or  was  afraid  that  I  should  feel  any  bias  towards 
^^e  monarch,  whose  minister  I  am.     It  was  not  that  I  felt 
^^e  least  anxiety  about  the  loss  of  his  favour  and  protection, 
should  I  in  conscience  be  bound  to  decide  against  him; 
I  knew  full  well  that  the  road  to  his  royal  favour,  the 
which  I  have  ever  tried,  and  there  is  indeed  none  other 
to  any  one,  is  the  faithful  discharge  of  my  duty  to  his 
People.     But  I  could  not  hope  to  satisfy  the  other  party 
should  my  decision  prove  in  the  Crown'*s  favour :  and  justice 
he  well  distributed  must  not  only  deserve  its  name,  but 
seem  to  do  so.     I  regretted  therefore  that  my  offer  was 
^^jected.  (a)    But  the  case  had  hardly  been  broken,  when  I 
Perceived  my  difficulty  was  at  an  end.     Had  there  been 
doubt  hanging  over  it,  my  situation  would  have  been  irksome, 
^d  I  should  probably  have  ordered  a  second  argument, 
^th  better  assistance.     It  is  a  very  great  relief  to  my  mind 

(a)  **  The  Lord  Chancellory  on  The  counsel  for  the  Crown  accept- 

sccoont  of  the  relation  in  which  ed  this  offer ;  hut  the  other  party 

1»  itood  to  one  of  the  parties,  declined  it." — Lord  Brougham's 

proposed  to  call  in  two  judges.  MSS. 
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^     ^^^*     ,  that  the  case  is  far  too  clear  to  admit  any  doubt  or  any 

Clayton  p.      hesitation  whatever. 

General.  '  Of  one  kind  of  bias,  one  sort  of  disturbing  force  to  which 

some  reference  was  made  on  the  Crown's  part,  I  assuredly 
have  felt  the  pressure  just  as  little  as  any  other — I  mean  the 
false  feeling  of  justice,  which  leads  weak  minds  to  feel  diffi- 
culties where  there  are  none,  to  raise  impediments  in 
obstruction  of  their  own  progress,  and  to  lean  against  the 
side  towards  which  they  might  otherwise  be  supposed  to 
incline  from  motives,  a  little,  and  but  a  little  baser.  For 
justice,  which  alone  we  are  to  seek  after  and  to  do,  is  as  much 
violated  by  deciding,  or  by  struggling  to  decide,  against  the 
powerful  party  because  he  is  clothed  with  authority,  as  by 
yielding  to  its  sway  and  leaning  in  his  favour.  Nor  can 
there  be  more  despicable  conduct  for  man  to  hold,  or  a 
course  more  unworthy  of  a  firm  and  honest  mind,  than  to 
do  that,  which  is  wrong,  for  fear  of  being  unjustly  suspected 
of  doing  something  worse,  or  of  acting  right  from  improper 
motives.  This  fear  indeed  is  a  tyrant,  which  many  men 
make  for  themselves,  and  under  whose  heel  they  place  their 
necks.  This  indeed  is  an  idol  conjured  up  by  their  own 
weak  fantasy,  which  they  clothe  in  all  the  alarm  engendered 
by  their  own  unmanly  nature,  which  rules  them  with  the 
most  wayward  caprices  of  their  own  temper ;  yet  before 
this  idol,  and  it  is  the  worst  feature  of  his  worship,  are  seen 
to  bow,  natures  the  most  estimable  and  the  most  pore, 
minds  that  err  only  by  excess  of  goodness,  tempers  that  are 
too  punctiliously  keen,  a  sense  of  dishonour  only  too  nice,  a 
proneness  to  suspect  their  own  motives  in  hearts  that  never 
suspected  another's,  a  disposition  to  be  harsh  towards  them- 
selves alone,  governing  and  perplexing  those,  who  never  felt 
uncharitably  or  judged  unfavourably  of  any  one  else.  Such 
men  are  feeble,  and  notwithstanding  their  worth,  it  is  easier 
to  pity  than  to  approve  or  respect  them.  If  their  weakness 
only  vexed  themselves  we  might  the  more  easily  forgive  it, 
but  they  do  incalculable  injury  to  mankind,  and  they  betray 
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the  interests  whilst  they  lower  the  character  and  the  autho-    ^     ^^34. 


rity  of  virtue.  We  can  never  perform  a  more  important  Clayton  «. 
service  to  our  country  and  our  kind,  than  by  constantly  gknbiuuJ " 
inculcating,  and  by  steadily  practising,  the  opposite  maxim  : 
To  keep  in  that  path  which  we  know  and  feel  to  be  right, 
nor  swerve  one  hair^s  breadth  from  it,  neither  to  the  right 
hand  neither  to  the  left,  for  fear  false  men  should  charge 
us  with  wrong  motives,  or  foolish  men  foretell  evil  con- 
sequences (a). 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  QUEEN  AND  THE 
LORD  VISCOUNT  CANTERBURY. 

IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  QUEEN  AND  THE 

BARON  DE  BODE. 

I^RD  Canterbuby  presented  a  Petition  of  Right,  claiming 
compensation  for  damage  done  to  his  property  when  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  by  the  fire  which  destroyed  the 
t^o  Houses  of  Parliament. 

The  Baron  de  Bode  presented  a  Petition  of  Right, 
claiming  a  sum  of  500,000/.  and  upwards,  out  of  funds 


M  In  1834  ^wo  pamphlets 
^^  printed.  The  first  entitled 
"-Case  between  Sir  Wm.  Clay- 
^  Ban,  and  the  Duchy  of 
^wall;  and  the  other  entitled 
~"A  Hiitory  of  the  CSonstitution 
^  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall  and  its 
^^^t8  as  establbhed  for  the  mu- 
^  henefit  of  both  parties,  by  an 
Act  of  Pteliament  passed  in  the 
2l«t  year  of  the  reign  of  King 
^*"»«8  I.,  for  the  purpose  of 
8^  the  Duchy  lands  buUt 
^Pon  and  improved  at  the  te- 
^te'  expense,  and  of  giving  the 


tenants  vested  interests  in  the 
lands,  in  order  to  encourage  them 
to  outlay  their  capital  thereon, 
and  containing  a  Refutation  of  the 
Arguments  of  th  e  Lord  Chancellor, 
in  his  Judgment  in  the  Clayton 
case.  In  1835  a  third  pamphlet 
was  printed,  entitled — ^The  Juri- 
dical Argument  of  Thomas  Greorge 
Western,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  against  the  Decree  of  the 
Right  Hon.  Lord  Brougham,  late 
Lord  Chancellor,  upon  the  case 
of  Sir  William  Clayton,  Bart., 
and  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall. 


L.  C.  Julv, 
1840. ' 
Petty  Bag  Side. 

^ . ' 

Thi  Qubbn 
AND  Lord 
Canterburt. 

Thb  Queen 
AND  THE  Ba- 
ron DB  BODBr 

It  is  of  course 
that  a  commiS' 
sion  should 
issue  to  inquire 
into  the  facts 
stated  in  a  Pe* 
tition  of  Right,, 
unless  the  At- 
torney-General 
will  admit 
them. 
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The  Queen 
AND  Lord 
Cantbbbubt. 

The  Queen 
AND  THE  Ba- 
ron n^  Bode. 


which,  under  the  treaty  of  Paris,  were  appropriated  as  com- 
pensation to  owners  of  confiscated  estates. 

The  petitions  having  been  indorsed  in  the  usual  way  and 
delivered  to  the  Chancellor,  applications  were  made  for 
Commissions  to  inquire  into  the  facts  of  the  respective 
cases,  when  those  applications  were  opposed  by  the  counsel 
for  the  Crown. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  had  caused  search  to  be 
made  in  the  Records  of  the  Petty  Bag  Office,  in  order  to 
see  whether  any  record  remained  in  that  office  of  Petitions 
of  Right,  and  that  upon  search  being  made  no  record  was 
found  there  of  any  such  proceeding ;  from  whence  it  might 
be  inferred  that  the  proceedings  passing  through  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  had  in  all  instances  been  forwarded  from  that 
court  to  a  court  of  law  (a).      His  Lordship  then  cited 


(a)  Lord  Coke  in  his  Entries 
"  Petition  dc  Droit,"  foL  420  to 
433,  gives  the  proceedings  upon 
three  different  Petitions  of  Right : 
Arundel's  Case  before  Lord  Chan- 
cellor EUesmere,  4  James  I.  '*  Peti- 
tion en  nature  de  Droit  dadvow- 
son ;" — Elizabeth  Littleton's  Case 
before  SirThomas  Egerton,Keeper 
of  the  Great  Seal,  44  Eliz. "  Peti- 
tion pour  dower ;" — Maurice  Ber- 
keley's Case  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor William  Warham,  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury,  19  Hen. 
VII.  "Petition  en  nature  dun 
Formedon."  At  the  foot  of  the 
proceedings  in  these  cases  Lord 
Coke  states  them  to  be  taken, 
''  Ex  Filaciis  Cancellariae  de  anno 
4  Regis  Jacobi — de  anno  44  Eliza- 
beth— de  annodecimo-nono.  Hen. 
7."  The  reporter  cannot  help 
thinking  that  these  and  similar 
early  Chancery  Records  have  been 
lost  from  the  different  manner  of 
keeping  them.  At  the  foot  of 
the  proceedings  in  Arundel's  case 


are  these  words  : — "  Nota  ceuz 
manner  de  proceedings  ne  sont 
enrolle  sur  les  RoUes  en  le  Cbaon- 
eerie,  mes  sont  garde  en  le  office 
del  Petty  bag,  en  les  Rles  U»  en 
le  custodie  des  Clerkes  de  Petty- 
bag."  At  the  foot  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  each  of  the  other 
cases  are  similar  words.  In  his 
Fourth  Institute,  Lord  Coke,  after 
stating  that  the  ordinary  Court  of 
Chancery  is  coram  Domino  Rege 
in  Cancellaria,  wherein  the  Lord 
Chancellor  or  Lord  Keeper  of  the 
Great  Scale  proceeds  according 
to  the  right  line  of  the  laws  and  sta- 
tutes of  the  realm,  secundum  legem 
et  consuetudinem  Anglisy  and  that 
the  Lord  Chancellor  or  Lord 
Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal  has 
power  to  hold  plea  of  Petitione, 
Monstrans  de  Droits,  &c.  adds, 
"  Nota  the  legall  proceedings  of 
this  Court  be  not  inrolled  in  roUBy 
but  remaine  in  filaciis,  being  filed 
up  in  the  office  of  the  Petty  bag.'* 
The  curious  lawyer  who  is  dis- 
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>  Brooke'8  Abr.  tit.  Petition,  fol.  136,  pi.  34(a),  and  read  ,^ iwo. 


from  Staunford,  on  the  King's  Prerogative,  Peti-  Thb  Qubi 
^  /  iioDy  cap.  22 ;  the  argument  of  Lord  Somers  in  the  case  of  canius^ 

^  /  the  Bankers,  14  Howell,  State  Trials,  69 ;  the  case-of  the  thb  Quei 

Abbot  of  Leicester,  as  stated  in   Brooke's  Abridgment,  ^^^bb! 

title  Petition,  fol.  135,  pi.  26,  and  in  Viner's  Abridgment, 

title  Prerogative  (Q.  IS.  3)  (b) ;  and  another  case  in  the 

sjune  folio  of  Brooke,  pi.  22  (c) ;  and  he  referred  to  RastelPs 

Sntries,  fol.  423.    He  said  that  from  these  authorities  it 

-vras  clear,  that  unless  the  facts  were  confessed  by  the 

^'ttomey  General,  a  conmiission  to  inquire  into  them  was  a 

jEOAtter  of  course.    There  must  be  an  order  for  a  commission 

each  case. 

In  the  case  of  I%e  Queen  and  Lord  Canterbury,  no  order 

-  a  commission  was  drawn  up :   it  being  subsequently 

iged  that  the  petition  should  be  amended,  stating  the 

ts  in  such  a  way  that  the  Attorney  General  could  admit 

^m  and  demur  to  the  petition. 

^Khe  following  is  a  copy  from  the  Petty  Bag  Office,  of  the 
for  a  commifiuon  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  and  the 
ran  de  Bode  :--* 


thk  mattkr  of  the  queen  and  the  baron  db  bode. 

In  Chancebt. 

Wednesday,  15  July,  1840. 

Xjpon  hearing  Mr.  Hill  and  Mr.  Serjeant  Manning,  of 
'^^usel  mth  the  suppliant,  praying  that  a  Conmiission  may 


to  torn  to  ih«  ttttament  of  (a)  Brooke's  statement  is  found* 

Clsiks  of  the  Petty  Bag  in  ed  on  Fitzherbert,  ''vide  titulo 

to  a  letter  of  the  Record  Travers  in  Fltz.  51."  The  passage 

Qimiimonen,   will    find   that  in  j^tzherbert  is  copied  from  the 


all  the  records  of  the  Petty  Year  Book,  4  Hen.  IV.  4,  pL  8. 

Office  are  pot  up  in  parti  or  (6)  Brooke  has  abstracted  a  case 

^^^^dlea.     There  are   very  few  in  the  Long  Quinto,  and  Viner 

^orda  an  the  office  older  than  has  translated  Brooke.    See  Year 

bcginmng  of  the  aerenteenth  Book,  5  Edw.  IV.  118. 

^^tmy.    App.  Rep.  Com.  Pub.  (c)  Brooke  has  abridged  the 

18379  pp.  117  to  121.  Year  Book,  3  Hen.  VII.  13,  pi.  19- 
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1840. 


Thi  Qubbn 

AND  LOBO 

Cantbkbubt. 
Thb  Qubbn 

AND  THB  Ba- 
BON  DB  BODB. 


issue  to  inquire  of  the  truth  of  all  and  singular  the  matters 
in  the  Petition  of  Right  of  the  said  suppliant  contained 
and  specified,  and  Mr.  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Wigram, 
and  Mr.  Wray,  of  counsel  for  her  Majesty  in  this  behalf, 
and  upon  reading  the  petition,  It  is  ordered  that  a  Com- 
mission do  issue,  directed  to  ♦  «  ♦  «  ♦  barristers 
at  law,  assigning  them,  or  any  five,  four,  three,  or  two  of 
them,  by  the  oath  of  good  and  lawful  men  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  as  well  within  liberties  as  without,  by  whom 
the  truth  thereof  may  be  the  best  known,  to  inquire  of  the 
truth  of  all  and  singular  the  matters  in  the  said  petition 
contained  and  specified. 

COTTBNHAM,  C. 


The  following  is  a  copy  from  the  Petty  Bag  Office  of  the^ 
order  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  and  Lord  Canterlwry^  fo 
amending  the  petition  in  conformity  with  the  arrangemen 
mentioned  above  {a)  : — 


in  the  matter  of  the  queen  and  the  lord  viscount 

canterbury. 
Before  the  Queen. 
Lord  Chancellor. 

Thursday,  25  November,  1841. 

Upon  motion  this  day  made  in  court  by  Sir  ThomasiJfl 
Wilde  and  Mr.  Serjeant  Manning,  of  counsel  for  the  sap^ 
pliant,  Charles  Lord  Viscount  Canterbury,  it  was  praye<^ 
that  the  said  Charles  Lord  Viscount  Canterbury  might  hm^ 
at  liberty  to  amend  his  Petition  of  Right,  by  striking  ou'^ 
&c.,  and  by  substituting  in  lieu  of  the  portion  so  struck  ou'^ 
allegations  in  conformity  with  a  certain  draft  of  admissions  ^ 
then  produced,  which  had  been  settled  and  signed  betweei^^ 
and  by  her  Majesty's  Attorney  General  on  the  part  of  th^-- 
Crown,  and  Sir  Thomas  Wilde  on  the  behalf  of  the  saic^ 
Charles  Lord  Viscount  Canterbury,  and  upon  such  motioc:^ 

(a)  See  1  PhU.  307. 
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her  Majesty's  Attorney  General  having  appeared  and  con-         1B40. 
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sented  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  It  is  ordered,  in  accord-  Thb  Quxsn 
ance  with  the  said  draft  of  admissions  so  settled  and  canttobtot. 
signed  as  aforesaid,  that  the  said  Petition  of  Right  do  stand  thb  Qukbn 
amended  as  follows :    "  To  the  Queen's  most  excellent  t!!°  '^""  ^^- 

^  aON  DB  BODB. 

Majesty,"  &c.  &c. 

Lyndhurst,  C. 


^^RNER  AND  OTHERS  v.  NEWPORT,  H.  W. 
BARRON,  AND  ANN  HIS  WIFE,  AND 
OTHERS. 


Page  Turner,  the  testatrix  in  the  cause,  died  in  the 
1828,  having  by  her  will  directed  the  residue  of  her 
^<^'«onaI  estate  to  be  invested,  and  the  interest  paid  to  the 
'^ndant  Ann  Barron  for  life.    Part  of  this  personal  estate 
^Xsisted  of  the  bond  of  one  Joseph  Howell,  dated  in  Sep- 
^=^ber,  1815,  to  secure  a  sum  of  5592/.  18«. — no  part  of 
Sch  had  ever  been  paid.     Prior  to  the  death  of  Lady 
r,  Howell  had  died,  and  there  was  a  suit  of  Coutts  v. 
^^nn  for  the  administration  of  his  estate.     The  defendant 
Barron,  who  was  the  administratrix  with  the  will 
exed  of  Lady  Turner,  had  proved  this  bond  debt  in  the 
it;  of  Coutts  V,  Oswin,  and  the  principal  and  interest  ex- 
the  penalty  of  the  bond,  the  Master  in  the  suit  of 
litis  9.  Oswin  allowed   the  debt   to  the  extent  of  the 
only,  namely,   11,185/.   I65.  {a).    The  assets  of 
o\[irell  being  insufficient   to    pay  his   debts,  a  sum  of 
•  Vis.  6d.  was,  under  an  order  dated  July,  1838,  in  the 

limited  to  the  penalty.  At  page 
226  of  that  work  In  the  margin, 
and  at  page  227  in  the  text,  "13 
Car.  2,"  should  be  read  for  "  10 
Car.  2." 


1846. 


Cd)  The  student  will  find  some 

^'^^  formation  in  I  C.  P.  Coop.  209, 

^^^d  the  following  pages,  upon 

^^'^^  doctrine  of  the  courts  of  law 

^t^d  eqmty  respecting  the  amount 

^t  the  debt  to  be  recovered  being 


l2 


Turner  v. 
Newport. 

Part  of  a  testa- 
trix's residue, 
bequeathed  for 
Ufe,  consisted 
of  the  princi])al 
and  interest  due 
on  a  bond  in 
respectof  which 
— ^the  obligor's 
estate  being 
administered 
under  a  decree 
of  the  Court 
and  insolvent — 
a  sum  was  re- 
ceived ten  yeai's 
after  the  death 
of  the  testatrix, 
the  obUgee,  in- 
sufficient to  pay 
the  principal 
money.    Held, 
that  the  tenant 
for  life  of  the 
residue  was  en- 
titled to  receive 
interest  at  4  per 
cent,  upon 
what  was  the 
value  of  the 
bond  at  the  end 
of  a  year  after 
the  testatrix's 
death. 


»»**'•  vita  to«"*      (56661- *'-Ti„»I«°'*f„i.,»t. 
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in  such  schedule  to  his  report.    The  second  exception  was,        1846. 
that  the  Master  had  apportioned  the  sum  of  3848/.  ]7s.  6d.  Turner  v. 
between  the  sum  of  6666/.  4*.  9rf.,  being  the  amount  of  the  Newport. 
principal  due  on  Howell's  bond,  together  with  the  interest 
accrued  due  in  the  testatrix,  Lady  Turner's  lifetime,  and 
the  amount  of  the  interest  accrued  on  the  said  principal  sum, 
from  the  death  of  the  said  testatrix  to  such  time  as  such 
subsequent  interest  did  with  the  principal  and  the  previous 
interest  amount  to  the  penalty  of  the  said  bond ;  and  the  said 
^faster  by  his  said  report  had  found  that  the  result  of  such 
Apportionment  was,  that  the  sum  of  2843/.  4is.  &d,^  part  of 
the  said  sum  of  3848/.  Vis.  6e/.,  was  the  proportion  which 
l>eloi]ged  to  the  corpus  of  the  estate  of  the  said  testatrix, 
as  payable  in  respect  of  what  was  due  for  principal  and  in- 
terest at  her  death;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  1005/.  135.  \d. 
-was  the  proportion  which  belonged  to  the  defendant  Ann 
Barron,  as  tenant  for  life  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  said 
testatrix,  in  respect  of  the  interest  which  accrued  due  on 
the  said  debt  after  the  death  of  the  said  testatrix :  whereas 
the   Master  ought  to  have  found  and  certified  that  the 
¥^hoIe  of  the  said  sum  of  3848/.  175.  6e/.  belonged  to  the 
corpus  of  the  estate  of  the  said  testatrix. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  language  of  the  exceptions, 
owing,  as  it  was  said,  to  the  Master  having  made  some 
alteration  in  the  draft  of  his  report  at  a  period  unusually 
late,  did  not  accord  with  the  language  of  the  report.  The 
objection  on  the  ground  of  this  irregularity  was  not  insisted 
upon ;  and  the  question  argued  was  that  raised  by  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  second  exception,  namely,  the  right  of  the 
defendant  Ann  Barron  to  the  1005/.  13^.  \d,  which  it  was 
there  stated  the  Master  had  found  to  be  the  proportion 
belonging  to  her  as  the  tenant  for  life,  in  respect  of  the 
interest  accrued  on  the  bond  debt  after  the  death  of  the 
testatrix. 

The  exceptions  came  on  to  be  heard  in  February,  1844, 
before  the  Vice-chancellor  of  England,  who  allowed  the 
same,  and  made  an  order  declaring  that  the  whole  of  the 
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1846^  3848/.  17«.  6rf.,  received  by  the  defendant  Ann  Barron 
Turner  v.  from  the  estate  of  Howell,  was  part  of  the  capital  of  the 
Nrwfort.        testator's  estate. 

His  Honour  said,  tliat  as  Howell's  estate  had  proved 
insufficient  to  pay  his  debts  in  full,  the  sum  that  was  re- 
covered in  respect  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  his 
bond  was  less  than  the  principal.  That  if  the  bond  had 
been  specifically  bequeathed  to  defendant  Ann  Barron  for 
life,  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  such  interest  as  accrued 
on  it  after  Lady  Turner's  death.  But  Lady  Turner  had 
made  a  general  bequest  of  her  personal  estate,  and  directed 
it  to  be  invested  and  the  interest  paid  to  defendant  Ann 
Barron  for  life.  That  that  only  was  the  personal  estate  of 
the  testatrix  which  was  actually  recovered,  and  the  tenant 
for  life  was  entitled  only  to  the  interest,  which  accrued  on 
the  amount  of  it.  That  if  the  principal  and  interest,  which 
were  due  on  the  bond,  had  been  paid  in  full,  then  the 
defendant  Ann  Barron  would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
interest  that  accrued  on  the  principal  after  Lady  Turner's 
death,  and  also  to  the  dividends  on  the  stock  purchased 
with  the  interest  due  at  Lady  Turner's  death  (a). 

The  defendants  Barron  and  wife  appealed  from  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  order  allowing  the  said  exceptions  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

Mr.  K.  Parker^  Mr.  J.  Parker,  Mr.  Parry^  Mr.  Free- 
linffj  and  Mr.  Fleming  appeared  for  the  different  parties. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  in  the  administration  of 
Lady  Turner's  estate  a  portion  of  it  turned  out  to  be  a 
debt,  which  could  not  be  paid  in  full.  That  there  having 
been  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the  debtor, 
in  which  a  decree  had  been  made,  the  defendant  Ann 
Barron,  who  was  both  the  administratrix  of  Lady  Turner 
and  the  tenant  for  life  under  her  will,  had  of  course  been 
prohibited  from  proceeding  to  recover  the  debt.  That  but 
for  the  pendency  of  that  suit  she  might  have  enforced  the 
payment  of  the  debt  and  recovered  a  proportion  of  it,  greater 

(a)  See  Turner  v.  Newport,  14  Sim.  33. 
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or  smaller ;  but,  supposing  she  had  only  recovered  5s.  in  the         1846. 

pound,  she  would  as  the  tenant  for  life  at  all  events  have  tubnbr  r. 

been  entitled  to  interest  on  such  5$.  in  the  pound  from  the  Newport. 

time  when  such  5s,  in  the  pound  should  have  been  paid. 

'^hat  it  could  hardly  have  struck  the  Court  below,  when  the 

exceptions  were  argued,  that  the  administratrix,  the  tenant 

for  life,  had  been  prohibited  from  proceeding  to  recover  the 

^Sebt.     That,  whatever  might  be  done  in  other  cases,  it 

^^i^ould  obviously  be  extremely  unjust  in  such  a  case  to  act 

upon  ihe  principle  contended  for  by  the  respondents.    That 

Mt^  appeared  to  him  to  be  very  obvious,  that  the  case  fell 

^tliiin  the  ordinary  rule  of  administering  an  estate.    There 

a  sum  realised,  and  when  a  sum  was  realised  the 

tion  was,  how  much  of  it  was  to  be  considered  capital 

itween  the  parties,  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder- 

and  how  much  of  it  was  to  be  considered  as  interest 

een  the  parties,  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder- 

«     That  he  had  not  materials  before  him  for  ascer- 

LiDg  that ;  because  in  such  a  case  a  great  deal  might  turn 

the  history  of  the  debtor's  estate,  out  of  which  the 

ij  ultimately  came.    That  if  the  debtor's  estate  was 

f>osed  of  a  fund  not  producing  any  interest  at  all,  it 

obvious  that  the  longer  the  realisation  of  any  claim 

it  was  protracted,  the  greater  the  injury  to  those 

_  ^^^J'l^sted  in  the  capital.     That  every  year  a  sum  was 

to  the  claim  by  way  of  interest,  and  yet  the  estate 

le  debtor  was  not  increasing  during  the  delay.     That 

9  who  were  interested  in  the  ultimate  fund  of  the 

to  which  the  debt  belonged,  instead  of  getting  10^. 

^l^e  pound,  might  by  the  delay — interest  being  added — 

^et  Ss.  in  the  pound.     That  it  might  be  so,  or  might  not 

that  it  might  be  that  interest  was  produced,  or  it 

be  that  no  interest  at  all  was  produced.     You  could 

J^*y  get  at  that  by  investigating  the  estate  of  the  debtor. 

f^^ti    it  was  obviously  impossible  to  say  in  the  case  before 

^*^»  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  to  go  without  any  part  of 

^  interest.    That  it  was  also  impossible  to  say  that  he 
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» ^^*^ ,  was  to  have  the  whole,  or  what  part  he  was  to  have.    That, 

Turner  v.        Under  those  circumstances,  it  was  one  of  those  cases  in 

which  the  Master  must  ascertain  what  was  the  value  of  the 
bond  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  testator's  death,  and 
follow  that  up  by  allowing  4/.  per  cent,  on  such  sum,  that 
is  to  say,  on  what  should  appear  to  be  the  value  of  the 
debt  at  that  period.  That  the  Master,  after  what  had  taken 
place,  and  looking  into  the  proceedings  in  the  cause  for 
administering  the  estate  of  the  debtor,  could  have  no  great 
difficulty  in  coming  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  on  the 
value  of  the  bond  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  testator^a 
death* 


CASES  UPON  THE  QUESTION,  WHAT  INCOME  THE  TENANT  FOR 
LIFE  OF  RESIDUE  IS  ENTITLED  TO,  AND  WHEN  THE  SAME  IS 
TO   BEGIN. 

Whatisnotopon      What  is  not  upon  proper  security  must  be  sold  and 
must  be  sold      invested  in  3  per  Cents.|  and  the  dividends  paid  to  the 

and  invested  in   x  j.  ^      ^^^ 

3  per  Cents.,      tenant  for  hfe. 

and  the  divi- 
dends paid  to  This  doctrine  has  now  been  established  for  nearly  half  a  centuiy. 
life.  The  following  are  a  few  only  of  the  numerous  cases  under  this  head. 
Where  there  In  Gibson  v.  Bott,  7  Ves.  89,  the  testator  directed  his  trustees 

was  a  durection   ^^  g^^^  j^g  conveniently  miirht  be  after  his  decease  to  sell  the 

to  invest  on  .  -i  .  i 

government  or    residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  invest  the  proceeds  upon  real 

real  securities,    or  government  securities.  Thetestator  died  on  the  14th  April,  1799. 

Part  of  the  estate  consisted  of  a  leasehold  farm  upon  which  there 
was  considerable  live  and  dead  stock.  The  farm  was  managed  by 
the  executors  till  Michaelmas  1 799,  when  it  was  sold  together  with 
the  stock.  Between  the  testator's  death  and  the  sale  a  large  profit 
was  produced  by  the  farm.  The  tenant  for  life  claimed  to  be  en- 
titled to  receive  the  whole  of  the  profit  of  the  farm  and  stock  between 
the  period  of  the  testator's  death  and  the  sale.  On  her  behalf  it 
was  argued,  that  the  most  rational  construction  of  the  will  was,  that 
she  should  receive  the  whole  of  the  increase  as  interest  and  profit^ 
as  she  would  if  the  property  consisted  of  debts,  or  any  other 
subject  yielding  annual  profit.     Lord  Eldon  said,  that  the 
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decree  in  the  CMue  would  be  to  declare  that  the  property  to  be  ^  1M6. 
conyerted  (the&rm  and  stock)  had  been  converted  in  a  reasonable  tuj^nbi^  ^^ 
time,  and  that  the  persons  entitled  for  life  should  have  the  interest  NxwroaT. 
from  that  conversion* 

In  Dimes  ▼.  Seottf  4  Russell,  1 95,  the  testator  directed  that 
his  executor  should  inyest  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  on 
gOYemment  or  real  securities,  as  to  him  should  seem  meet.    The 
testator  died  in  1802.     Part  of  hb  property  was  at  the  time  of 
his  death  invested  in  a  fund  of  the  East  India  Company  called  the 
Decennial  Loan,  and  the  executor  suffered  it  to  remain  upon  that 
security  till  1813,  when  the  loan  was  paid  off  and  the  proceeds  of 
the  testator's  share  were  invested  in  Consols.    The  executor  had 
paid  to  the  tenant  for  life  the  full  interest  of  this  Indian  security, 
And  the  Master,  in  taking  the  accounts  directed  by  the  decree,  had 
^owed  those  payments.     Lord  Gifford  said  that  that  was  the 
^^Bt  case  where  the  corpus,  remaining  imperishable,  had  produced 
^i*  a  limited  time  a  larger  interest  than  it  would  have  yielded, 
^^^  it  been  laid  out  in  England.    That  there  the  principal  was 
^®<2^ire ;  but  it  was  lent  out  in  a  foreign  country  at  a  higher  rate 
^^  interest,  than  could  have  been  obtained  at  home.    The  question 
^«a,  should  the  excess  of  interest  thus  obtained  be  applied  to 
^^^^rease  the  corpus  of  the  fund.    That  he  was  at  first  struck 
^*^t}i  the  difficulty  and  harshness  of  compelling  an  executor,  who 
^*^tod  property  of  his  testator  lent  out  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest 
^^^^in  could  be  gotten  here,  to  invest  it  in  the  £3  per  Cents.,  but  on 
^^^oldng  at  the  authorities,  and  the  language  used  by  Lord  Eldon 
deciding  them,  he  thought  himself  bound,  though  that  case 
a  very  hard  one,  to  apply  to  it  the  rule,  which  had  been  laid 


^^^"^,    He  must  say  that  those  payments  to  the  tenant  for  life 


^^^  an  improper  application  of  the  trust  monies.     That  it  was 
^^  duty  of  the  executor  to  have  sold  that  debt  due  from  the  East 

^^^^=^4ia  Company,  and  to  have  invested  the  money  in  the  £3  per 

'^aits. ;  then  the  tenant  for  life  would  have  received  only  the 

^dends,  which  the  stock  so  purchased  would  have  produced. 

he  must  therefore  disallow  (though  reluctantly)  these  pay- 

^^^nts  to  her  so  far  as  they  exceeded  the  dividends  on  that  amount 

^^^  £^  per  Cent,  stock. 

There  was  an  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.     Lord  Lynd- 

*^iai«t  said,  that  the  executor  was  entitled  to  have  credit  only  for 


c  dividends  on  so  much  £3  per  Cent,  stock,  as  would  have 
purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  the  testator's  share  of  the 
Indian  loan,  if  the  conversion  had  taken  place  at  the  proper 
^^^^^^*    On  the  other  hand,  he  was  chargeable  with  the  whole 
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of  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  those  diyidends  and 
the  amount  of  the  sums  which  had  been  received  in  respect  of 
interest  on  the  money  which  was  continued  in  the  loan.  He 
thought,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  Lord  Gifford  must  be 
affirmed  (a). 

In  Mehrtens  v.  Andrews,  3  Beav.  72,  the  testator  directed  that 
the  residue  of  his  estate  should  be  converted  into  money  and 
invested  at  interest  on  government  or  **  other"  securities.  Part  of 
the  estate  consisted  of  leasehold  property,  which  was  unconverted. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  if  the  matter  had  been  rightly 
conducted  the  leases  would  have  been  sold  on  the  testator's  death. 


An  executor, 
compelled  to 
account  for  the 
excess  of  pay- 
ments to  te- 
nant for  life, 
is  not  entitled 
to  the  acci- 
dental advan- 
tage that  the 
property,  when 
invested,  pro- 
duced more 
than  if  it  had 
been  invested 
at  the  end  of 
the  twelve 
months. 


(a)  In  making  the  inquiries  di- 
rected by  Lord  Gifford,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  proceeds  of  the 
Indian  security  had  purchased, 
when  the  loan  was  paid  off  in 
1813,  826/.  more  £3  per  Cents, 
than  the  same  would  have  pur- 
chased, if  the  conversion  and  in- 
vestment had  been  made  at  the 
end  of  a  year  from  the  testator's 
death. 

It  was  contended  before  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  on  the  part  of  the 
executor,  that  to  the  extent  of  the 
increase  of  the  fund,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  neglect  to  s^  and 
invest,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
indemnify  himself  for  the  liability 
which  the  suit  sought  to  throw 
upon  him.  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
after  stating  this  contention,  said 
he  should  take  time  to  consider 
whether  in  such  a  case,  when  the 
fund  had  not  been  actually  con- 
verted, and  had  in  consequence 
of  that  circumstance  yielded  a 
larger  annual  income^  the  execu- 
tor was  to  be  charged  with  all 
the  sums  actually  received  by 
him,  while  the  allowances  to  him 
in  respect  of  payments  to  the  te- 
nant for  life  were  to  be  measured 
by  the  consideration  of  what  she 
would  have  received  if  the  con- 


version had  taken  place  within  a 
year  after  the  testator's  death. 

On  a  subsequent  day  his  Lord- 
ship said,  it  had  been  argued 
that  if  the  testator's  share  of  the 
Decennial  Loan  had  been  sold,  and 
the  produce  invested  in  stock  at  the 
end  of  a  year  from  the  testator's 
death,  the  sale  would  have  been 
much  less  advantageous  to  the 
estate  than  the  course  which  had 
been  actually  followed ;  and  that 
if  the  executor  was  to  be  charged 
for  not  having  made  the  conver- 
sion at  the  proper  time,  he  ought 
on  the  other  hand  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  advantage,  which 
had  accrued  from  his  course  of 
conduct.  The  answer  was  this : 
— With  respect  to  the  principal 
sum,  at  whatever  period  the  share 
of  the  Decennial  Loan  was  sold, 
the  estate  must  have  the  whole 
amount  of  the  stock  that  was 
bought,  and  if  it  was  sold  at  a 
later  period  than  the  rules  of  the 
Court  require,  the  executor  was 
not  entitled  to  any  accidental 
advantage  thence  arising. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Lyndhurst  does 
not  apply  very  closely  to  the  facts 
of  the  case. 
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the  prodnee  would  have  been  invested,  the  mcome  would  have         ^8^^' 

been  paid  to  the  tenants  for  life,  and  the  capital  preserved  for  j^j^^^^  ^^ 

those  entitled  in  remainder.     What  was  to  be  ascertained  was  the  Nkwport. 
value  of  the  leases  at  the  time  when  they  ought  to  have  been 
sold. 


The  testator  hy  his  will  has  directed  that  the  residue  of  his  Wtfatt  v. 
personal  estate  should  be  placed  out  on  good  freehold  security.  ^^'^^^^^^ 
The  testator  died  in  May,  1826.     His  executor  converted  the  ^^1^^*' 
personal  estate,  and  it  seems  that  since  March,  1840,  he  has  had  to  lay  out  upon 
»  sum  of  300/.  in  hb  hands,  and  upon  which  the  biU  filed  in  ^^^^ 
Jime,  1842,  seeks  that  he  may  pay  interest.     The  executor  says  not  able  to  find 
tbat  he  was  always  ready  to  invest  the  money  upon  a  good  freehold  Jjy»  retaining 
security,  but  that  he  was  not  able  to  procure  any  good  freehold  his  hands, 
security.     Now  evidence  has  been  gone  into  in  the  cause,  but  it 
liA8  not  been  shown  that  there  was  any  freehold  security  procurable 
up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill.    The  executor  ought  only 
to  be  made  to  pay  interest,  supposing  there  has  been  any  breach 
of  tnut.    No  breach  of  trust  has  been  made  out.    If  there  was 
sny  person,  who  had  a  proper  security  and  was  willing  to  borrow 
the  mon^  which  was  to  be  invested,  it  was  the  business  of  the 
pvties  beneficially  entitled  to  inform  the  executor  of  that  oppor- 
^iiuty,  and  if  he  then  refused  to  lend  the  money,  it  would  be  a 
breach  of  trust,  which  the  Court  would  punish  in  the  manner 
««ked  by  the  bill.  Wyatt  v.  WaUace,  V.  C.  Eng.  Nov.  1843. 


lu  Smith  ▼.  WUMmoh.  Seton,  74,  the  testator  had  directed  that  Where  there 
•tt  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  should  be  secured  at  interest  ^*  ^  SnytAi 
by  his  executors  (a).     Lord  Loughborough  by  his  decree,  9  Feb*  on  government 
wary,  1798,  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  part  of  the  °y*^  ^'^' 
te8tator*8  estate  invested  in  the  funds  at  the  time  of  his  death  did 
not  consist  of  Bank  3  per  Cent.  Annuities,  and  what  dividends 
would  have  accrued  if  such  of  the  said  funds  not  being  Bank 
3  per  Cent.  Annuities  had  been  sold,  and  the  money  arising 
thereby  had  been  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Bank  3  per  Cent. 
Annmties. 
biflbioev.  Lord  Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  137,  there  was  a  bequest 

W  This  has  been  ascertained  by  refereDce   to   the   registrar's 
book. 


166  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 

1846.  of  all  the  testator's  personal  estate  for  life  (a).  Part  of  the  estate 
Turner  v,  consisted  of  Bank  Stock,  and  Long  and  Short  Annuities.  Under  a 
Nkwport.         decretal  order  of  7th  May,  1796,  the  tenant  for  life  had  received 

for  interest  and  dividends  upon  the  Bank  Stock  and  the  Long  and 
Short  Annuities  much  larger  sums  than  she  would  have  heen  en- 
titled to,  if  those  funds  had  heen  sold  immediately  after  the  tes- 
tator's decease  and  the  produce  invested  in  the  £3  per  Cent.  Con- 
sols. Two  questions  were  raised ;  first,  whether  the  tenant  for  life 
was  not  entitled  to  the  annual  produce  of  the  personal  estate  at 
the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  next,  if  she  was  not,  whether  the  pay- 
ments in  excess  ought  not  to  he  called  hack.  On  the  one  side  it 
was  said  that  under  every  such  will  the  Court  had  always  sold 
this  sort  of  property,  if  there  was  any  wearing-out  Amd  not  spe- 
cifically given,  or  any  fund  as  to  which  the  tenant  for  life  had  an 
advantage  over  those  in  remainder.  That  that  was  to  he  found 
in  every  decree,  and  was  so  familiar  that  no  report  of  such  a  case 
was  to  he  met  with  in  print.  On  the  other  side  it  was  said  (and 
Sir  Samuel  RomiUy  was  the  leading  counsel),  that  the  rule  con- 
tended for  was  one  founded  in  convenience.  That  there  was  no 
fixed  principle,  that  executors  were  hound  of  necessity  to  make  the 
conversion  at  the  testator^s  death,  or  any  given  time  afterwards. 
That  the  executor  ought  not  to  change  a  permanent  fund  pro- 
ducing a  larger  interest  to  another  producing  a  smaller,  if  such 
conversion  was  not  required  for  the  payment  of  dehts ;  that  the 
hahit  was  to  do  it  when  the  executor  was  called  into  this  court, 
not  where  he  was  not  called  upon  and  no  question  was  raised. 
That  the  question  as  to  what  was  to  he  done  with  the  dividends 
received,  particularly  upon  the  Bank  Stock,  was  one  of  oonsiderahle 
novelty.  That  with  reference  to  the  Bank  Stock,  as  distinguished 
from  the  Long  and  Short  Annuities,  no  case  had  established  that 
the  executor  had  done  wrong  by  paying  to  the  tenant  for  life  the 
interest  of  a  permanent  fund,  though  producing  more  than  if  the 
property  was  vested  in  the  £3  per  Cents.  That  upon  that  hypo- 
thesis it  would  be  necessary  for  the  executor  immediately  to  call 
in  all  the  securities.  Bank  Stock,  India  Stock,  mortgages,  &c» 
and  to  invest  the  whole  in  the  £3  per  Cents. 

Lord  Eldon  said,  that  from  general  recollection  he  was  asto- 
mshed  when  it  was  doubted,  that  there  was  a  general  rule  that 
perishable  faads  were  to  be  converted  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce 

(a)  The  will  was  that  of  Lord  Strafford,  See  6  Beav.  558,  and 
Strafford,  and  was  the  subject  of  10  C.  &  Fm.  508.  It  contained  no 
the  recent  suit  of  Byng  v.  Lord     direction  to  convert  and  invest. 
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Gftpital  bearing  interest.    That  he  had  considered  the  practice  to         1B46. 
be,  that  the  first  moment  the  observation  of  the  Court  was  drawn  turn»ii» 
to  the  fact,  the  Court  would  not  permit  property  to  be  laid  out  Nkwport. 
or  to  remain  upon  such  funds,  under  a  direction  to  lay  it  out  on 
goremment  or  real  securities  (a) ;  but  would  immediately  order 
it  to  be  conrerted  into  that,  which  the  Court  deemed  for  the  ex- 
ecation  of  trusts  a  government  security.    That  Bank  Stock  was  as 
safe,  he  trusted  and  believed,  as  any  government  security ;  but 
it  was  not  government  security ;  and  therefore  the  Court  did  not 
lay  out  or  leave  the  property  in  Bank  Stock  (b)  ;  and  what  the 
C^oart  would  decree  it  expected  from  trustees  and  executors. 
That  the  Court  had  ordered  £4  per  Cents,  and  £5  per  Cents,  to  be 
aold  and  converted  into  £3  per  Cents.    That  however  likely  or  not 
diat  they  might  be  redeemed,  the  Court  looked  at  them  as  a  fund 
that  was  not  permanent,  though  it  might  remain  for  ever :  and 
considered  that  from  that  quality  there  was  an  advantage  to  the 
present  holder,  who  got  more  interest  because  they  were  liable  to 
be  redeemed.    That  the  Court,  however,  would  not  permit  a  real 
security  to  be  called  in  without  an  inquiry  whether  it  would  be 
for  the  benefit  of  every  person ;  and  it  was  accident  that  some 
part  of  the  assets  would  produce  more  interest  than  a  genuine 
trust  security.     In  some  instances  there  was  little  doubt  it  might 
be  not  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  tenant  for  life,  but  for  the  sub- 
stantial interest  of  the  remainder-man,  that  the  property  should 
not  be  shifted  from  a  good  real  security  (c).    That  if  the  principle 


(a)  It  has  been  already  men- 
tioned that  the  wiU  in  the  case 
before  the  Court  contiuned  no  di- 
rection of  this  kind. 

(b)  In  a  case  before  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  {T\rafford  v.  Boehm,  3  Atk. 
443)  there  was    a  direction    in 
the  trill  to  lay  out  trust  money  in 
government  funds  or  other  good 
securities.      His   Lordship   said 
that  Bank  Stock  was  not  to  be 
considered  as  a  good  security,  be- 
cause it  depended  upon  the  ma- 
nagement of  the  governors  and 
directors,    and    was    subject   to 
losses;  but  the  Bank  Annuities 
were  of  a  different  consideration. 
That  the  directors  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  principal,  and  were 


only  to  pay  the  dividends  and 
interest  until  such  time  as  the 
government  paid  off  the  capital, 
and  it  was  not  in  the  power  of 
the  directors  to  bring  any  loss 
upon  such  annuities,  and  there- 
fore the  same  were  only  and  pro- 
perly good  securities.  See  further 
the  observations  of  the  Court  upon 
Bank  Stock  in  MUU  v.  Mills, 
stated,  post,  page  160. 

(c)  Lord  Eldon  said  that  if  any  Re  jsv^ /. 
orders  had  been  made,  authorizing  iq  genend  the 
the  investment  of  the  property  of  Court  will  not 
infants  or  lunatics  upon  mortgage,  ""^  ®^*  *^? 
there  must  have  been  either  very  f^nu  and  luna- 
special  circumstances,  or  the  at-  tics  upon  mort- 
tention  of  the  Court  could  never  S^* 
have  been  drawn  to  the  point. 
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TURKSA  V, 

Nkwpobt. 


was,  when  the  observation  of  the  Court  was  thrown  upon  it,  that 
the  Court  would  order  the  conversion,  it  ought  to  be  considered 
to  all  practicable  purposes  as  converted,  when  it  could  be  first 


That  he  recollected  an  application 
of  the  kind  having  been  made  to 
Lord  Thurlow,  to  whom  prece- 
dents of  similar  orders  were  pro- 
duced, but  which  Lord  Thurlow 
refused  to  follow.  That  where 
the  infiant,  or  the  Innatic,  had  con- 
siderable other  property,  it  might 
in  some  cases  be  done.  In  other 
cases  it  might  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  infant  or  lunatic,  as  where 
the  object  was  to  prevent  a  stranger 
from  acquiring  an  incumbrance 
upon  an  estate  in  which  the  infant, 
or  lunatic,  or  his  family  was  in- 
terested. That  wherever  it  was 
done  there  must  of  course  be  a 
reference  to  the  Master,  and  the 
mortgage  must  be  the  first  in- 
cumbrance, and  the  sum  advanced 
must  bear  only  a  certain  propor- 
tion to  what  the  Master  should 
find  to  be  the  value  of  the  estate, 
so  as  to  allow  for  possible  dete- 
rioration, and  the  costs  of  any 
proceedings  to  realize  the  security, 
in  case  of  any  default  in  payment 
of  principal  and  interest.  Re  Fust^ 
L.  C.  July,  1817. 

It  is  said  that  tbe  money  ad- 
vanced ought  not  to  exceed  two 
thirds  of  the  value  of  the  land. 
Stickney  v.  Sewell,  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  1 5. 

The  case  alluded  to  by  Lord 
Eldon  was  probably  Ex  parte  Ca^ 
thorpe,  1  Cox,  182.  That  was  an 
application  to  lay  out  on  mortgage 
a  sum  of  3,000/.  in  the  hands 
of  the  Accountant  General  be- 
longing to  the  lunatic's  estate. 
Several  orders  of  the  same  nature 
were  produced,  which  had  been 
made  in  that  lunacy;  but  Lord 


Thurlow  said  that  although  he 
was  perfectly  convinced  by  what 
was  stated  to  him  that  the  security 
was  perfectly  good,  yet  he  could 
not  permit  such  a  precedent  to  be 
made.  That  he  was  aware  that 
in  former  times  the  Court  had 
laid  out  the  money  not  only  of 
lunatics,  but  of  infiaita  in  this 
manner;  but  in  later  times  the 
Court  had  considered  it  as  im- 
proper to  invest  any  part  of  the 
lunatic's  estate  upon  a  private  se- 
curity, and  it  would  be  a  dan- 
gerous precedent  to  break  in  upon 
that  rule.  He  therefore  directed 
the  money  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
£3  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities. 

See  further,  Norbmryv.Norbmrf, 
4  Madd.  191 ;  Ex  parte  ElUee, 
Jac.  234  ;  Bidgeways,  Minors^  1 
Hog.  309,  and  Ex  parte  Johmom^ 
1  Moll.  128. 

Where  there  has  been  the  usual  Wi 
decree  for  the  administration  of  a  ^ 

Aft 

trust  estate,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  ^ 
trustees  —  notwithstanding    they  sho 
may  have  power  to  invest  upon  1^7 
mortgage — it  is  their  duty  to  come  "*^ 
to  the  Court.     They  ought  to  wit 
have  the  approbation  of  the  Mas-  P^ 
ter  and  the  Court,  before  they  5! 
advance  money  upon  mortgage  :Co) 
although  if  there  had  been  no 
suit  they  would  have  been  jus- 
tified in  so  doing.     Wadeson  ▼. 
Dvke,  L.  C.  June,  1817. 


Where  the  will  contains  no  di-  In^ 
rection  to  invest  in  any  particulars^ 
way.  Lord  Alvanley  seems  to  have  J^ 
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conrertei.    That  was  the  general  inference  from  the  principle.         1846. 
There  must  be  an  acconnt  as  to  the  Long  and  Short  Annuities  and  m    ^^^  ^ 
tlie  Bank  Stock  from  the  time  at  which  the  same  would  have  been  Newport. 
converted,  if  the  observation  of  the  Court  had  been  drawn  to  the 
fkct,  that  the  executors  were  possessed  of  those  funds. 

In  Feanu  v.  Young y  9  Ves.  54  9>  stated  in  a  subsequent  page, 
Liord  Eldon  said  that  the  rule  as  to  personal  estate  was,  that  what 
^was  not  specifically  given,  and  consisted  of  an  interest  wearing 
oot,  or  an  interest  at  present  saleable,  but  in  point  of  enjoyment 
iiiture,  the  whole  was  converted  into  money,  in  a  question  between 
the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder-man. 

In  Holland  v.  Hughes^  16  Ves.  114,  Sir  William  Grant  said, 

that  when  an  executor  neglected  his  duty,  either  by  not  making 

investments,  or  by  not  converting  the  residuary  estate  standing  in 

other  funds  into  the  ^3  per  Cents.,  such  neglect  could  not  vary  the 

rights  of  other  parties.    The  interests  of  remainder-men  and  the 

tenant  for  life  of  personal  estate  were  judged  of  according  to  that 

duty,  and  they  were  placed  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  executor 

bad  performed  it. 

In  Crawley  v.  Crawley,  7  Sim.  427,  the  question  was,  in  what 
way  a  redeemable  annuity  of  400/.  for  sixty  years,  and  which  the 
executors  had  been  unable  to  sell,  was  to  be  dealt  with.  The 
Yice-ChanceUor  said,  that  until  the  executors  could  sell  the 
annuity  they  must  invest  the  payments,  and  that  the  interest  of 


considered  that  the  executor 
might  either  lay  out  the  money 
upon  real  estates  or  upon  govern- 
ment securities.  See  Pocock  v. 
Beddmgton,  5  Vet.  800.  There 
the  trustees  were  directed  to  con- 
vert the  effects  into  ready  money, 
and  place  the  same  out  at  interest 
at  tbdr  discretion.  When  Lord 
Alvanley  first  practised  at  the  bar, 
he  must  have  daily  seen  orders  of 
the  Court,  that  the  trustees  should 
lay  out  upon  mortgage  money  of 
the  suitors  in  their  hands.  Those 
orders  were  very  common  prior  to 
the  creation  of  the  office  of  Ac- 
countant General.  The  course  of 
the  Master  with  reference  to  those 
orders  was  similar  to  that,  which 


is  said  occasionally  to  be  taken  in 
some  analogous  cases  in  our  days. 
The  Master  sent  the  abstract  to 
some  able  counsel,  and  did  not 
approve  of  the  security  until  he 
had  bis  opinion. 

A  trustee,  or  executor,  who  has 
no  special  power  to  lay  out  on 
mortgage  will  now  act  more  pru- 
dently in  confining  his  invest- 
ments to  Consols.  As  Sir  William 
Grant  said  in  Holland  v.  Hughes, 
16  Ves.  114,  the  £3  per  Cents, 
is  the  fund  in  which  the  Court 
not  only  makes  all  the  invest- 
ments of  money  paid  in  under 
its  jurisdiction,  but  in  which  it 
holds  that  executors  ought  to 
make  investments. 
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1846.         the  inyestments  would  be  payable  to  the  tenant  fbr  life  of  the 

m        '  residue. 

Nbwport.  In  Mills  T.  MUU,  7  Sim.  501,  it  appeared  by  the  Masters 

report  that  the  testator's  estate  consisted  amongst  other  things  of 
leasehold  property,  turnpike  securities,  and  Bank  Stock,  and  that 
the  tenant  for  Ufe  had  received  the  income  from  the  testator's 
death.  The  Vice-Ghancellor  said  that  the  leaseholds  must  be 
sold,  and  the  Bank  Stock  also  ;  and  that  the  Bank  Stock  must  be 
sold  not  because  it  was  not  a  permanent  fund,  but  because  it  de- 
pended on  the  will  of  the  directors  of  the  bank  whether  the  casual 
profits  (which  were  full  as  valuable  as  the  ordinary  profits)  should 
go  to  tenants  for  Ufe  or  should  form  part  of  the  capital  of  the  stock : 
and  this  Court  would  not  allow  the  interest  of  tenants  for  life  and 
remainder-men  to  depend  on  the  directions  that  the  bank  might 
think  proper  to  give  respecting  bonuses  (a)»  The  tenant  for  life 
must  refund  what  she  had  received  more  than  she  would  have  re- 
ceived if  the  leaseholds  and  Bank  Stock  had  been  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  invested  in  the  £3  per  Cents.,  and  there  must  be  an 
inquiry  whether  the  turnpike  securities  were  real  and  permanent 
securities ;  that  was,  whether  they  permanently  yielded  the  inte- 
rest  that  was  payable  on  them. 


The  rule  of  In  Holland  v.  Hughes,  16  Ves.  Ill,  iSf.  C.  3  Mer.  685,  the 

menUn  iSS  '  testator  died  in  Calcutta  in  1802.  A  large  part  of  his  property 
per  Cents.,  and  was  invested  upon  securities  there,  and  bore  interest  at  \2L  per 

Spends toi^^e  ^°^'  "^^  parties  afterwards  came  to  England.  It  was  con- 
tenint  for  life,  tended  that  the  tenant  for  life  ought  to  account  for  all  the  interest 
^f^^^uhr  ^y^^^  ^^^  ^^®  property  would  have  produced,  if  remitted  to 
paztiea  were  in  this  country  and  invested  in  the  £Z  per  Cents,  immediately  after 
the  East  Indies,  the  testator's  death.     Sir  William  Grant  said  that  the  principle 

of  Howe  V.  Lord  Dartmouth,  upon  which  the  demand  against 
the  tenant  for  life  was  sustained,  was  not  appHcable  to  a  case 
under  those  circumstances ;  but  that  both  parties  having  come  to 
this  country,  the  remainder-man  had  a  right  to  have  the  Amd 
brought  here  and  invested  ;  and  the  income  of  the  tenant  for  life 
must  undergo  a  consequential  reduction  ;  but  while  the  property 
remained  in  India  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  what  it 
produced. 


(a)  See  the  note,  ante,  page  1 57. 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM. 


161 


In  Holder  t.  Holder^  cited  7  Ves.  146,  none  of  the  circum-  1846. 

stances  of  which  are  stated,  an  account  was  directed  of  all  the  turner  v 

excess  that  had  heen  received  [by  the  tenant  for  life].  Newport. 

In  Craneh  v.  Cranch,  7  Ves.  141,  in  the  note,  the  decree  had  Cases  in  which 

directed  a  sum  of  £5  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities  to  be  brought  into  j^hetherth^ 

court,  and  the  dividends  to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  Ufe.     There  was  a  direction 

*waa  afterwards  a  report  of  the  Master,  showine  unsold  leasehold  *^  invest  on 

^    -»         -»  ii.Ti  ^     t         1       government  or 

jiremises:  and  then  there  was  an  order  of  July,  1797,  that  the  real  securities. 

^5  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 

laid  out  in  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities,  and  that  the  dividends  of 

0och  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities  should  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for 

life ;   and  an  inquiry  was  directed,  whether  it  would  be  for  the 

l>enefit  of  the  persons,  entitled  to  the  residue,  to  have  the  leasehold 

premises  sold,  and  if  it  would  be  for  their  benefit,  then  it  was 

ordered  that  the  same  should  be  sold,  and  that  the  money  should 

be  laid  out  in  the  £3  per  Cents.,  and  the  dividends  paid  to  the 

tenant  for  life. 

In  7  Ves.  142,  in  the  note,  six  other  cases  are  mentioned,  in 

which  £5  per  Cent.  Annuities,  £4  per  Cent.  Annuities,  and  Short 

Annuities  were  directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  laid  out 

in  j63  per  Cents. :  but  the  dates  of  the  decrees  or  orders,  and 

the  drcomstances  of  the  cases,  are  not  mentioned. 


In  Raymond  Ch,  J,  ^  Fentris,  3  Geo.  II.  1729,  3  Viner,  18,   Where  thei* 
plac.  3,  which  was  the  case  of  Lord  Holt's  will,  the  residue  of  the  ^•f  *  direction 
personal  estate  (it  is  presumed  that  by  the  will  it  was  directed  to  ig^^^ 
be  invested  in  land)  was  decreed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
land  to  be  settled  according  to  the  directions  in  the  will,  and, 
nntil  proper  purchases  could  be  made,  the  money  was  to  be  put 
out  on  government  or  other  securities  (a),  with  the  approbation  of 
the  Master,  and  the  interest  of  the  money  was  to  be  paid  to  such 
persons,  as  should  be  successively  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the.lands 
when  purchased. 


(a)  The  date  of  the  decree  is 
not  mentioned,  but  as  Lord  Holt 
died  in  1709$  and  there  was  no 
Accountant-General  until  1726, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  decree 
was  made  long  prior  to  the  exist- 
ence of  that  office.  As  is  pre- 
iiently  stated  (see  note,  post,  p. 
I64),when  the  Masters  had  the 


care  of  the  suitors*  monies  the  in- 
vestments  were  made  in  the  Mas- 
ters* names,  and  on  any  securities 
they  pleased.  In  the  above  case, 
part  of  the  money  was  laid  out  in 
South  Sea  Annuities.  Upon  what 
security  the  remaining  money  was 
laid  out  does  not  appear. 
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In  Powell  V.  Cleaver,  7  Ves.  142,  in  the  note,  the  testator 
directed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  lands.  By  an  order  of  January,  1 788,  Long  Annuities 
and  India  Stock  belonging  to  the  testator  at  his  death  were 
directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce  lidd  out  in  £3  per  Cent. 
Annuities ;  and  as  to  the  Bank  £4  per  Cent.  Annuities  and  Bank 
£5  per  Cent.  Annuities,  an  inquiry  was  directed  whether  the  fund  of 
the  testator's  estate  would  be  in  a  better  condition  by  selling  the 
same  and  investing  the  produce  in  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities,  and  the 
Master  reporting  that  it  would,  an  order  was  made  in  May,  1 788, 
for  the  sale  of  those  funds  and  investing  the  produce  in  the  J^3  per 
Cents. 

In  Sovberby  v.  Clayton,  stated  3  Hare,  430,  the  testator  had 
directed  that  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  which  was 
to  a  very  large  amount,  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  land.  There  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  his  estate, 
and  a  decree  was  made  in  July,  1823,  ordering  the  usual 
accounts  to  be  taken,  and  large  sums  of  stock  were  directed  to 
be  brought  into  court.  By  an  order  on  further  directions 
made  in  July,  1824,  Bank  Stock,  East  India  Stock,  £A  per 
Cent.  Stock,  and  £3  per  Cent.  Reduced  Annuities  (a)  were  ordered 
to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  invested  in  £3  per  Cent.  Consols  (6), 


Reduced  £3  per 
Cents. 


(a)  It  is  apprehended  that  at 
present  the  Court  would  seldom 
feel  itself  called  upon  to  direct  a 
sale  of  £3  per  Cent.  Reduced  An- 
nuities, merely  that  the  proceeds 
might  be  re-invested  in  the  Court's 
peculiar  fund,  the  £3  per  Cent. 
Consols.  The  Court  will  now,  for 
the  convenience  of  parties  entitled 
to  annuities  payable  at  Lady-day 
and  Michaelmas-day,  order  an 
investment  in  £3  per  Cent.  Re- 
duced Annuities.  See  Caldecott 
V.  Caldecott,  4  Madd.  189>  where 
it  may  be  remarked,  in  passing, 
that  the  reporter,  in  a  judgment  of 
less  than  five  lines,  makes  Sir  John 
Leach  commit  two  mistakes.  It 
appears  there,  that  Mr.  Croft,  the 
registrar,  was  consulted,  and  said 
that  Lord  Thurlow  had  made  a 
similar  order.      Orders  of   this 


kind  are  now  constantly  made. 
Where,  too,  the  annuities  are  pay- 
able quarterly,  the  Court  will  di- 
rect that  part  of  the  money  shall 
be  laid  out  in  £3  per  Cent.  Re- 
duced, to  effect  that  purpose. 

(6)  Consols,  to  the  best  of  the  Coi« 
writer's  recollection,  became  the^**^ 
fund  in  which  the  Court  invests^ 
trust  monies  as  early  as  the  year 
1751 — the  period  at  which  that 
government  fund  may  be  consi- 
dered to  have  been  created. 

There  is  a  case  in  1774,  Hoii- 
com    V.    Allen,  2    Dick.   498— 
where    trustees    had     laid    out 
money  in  the  funds,  but  not  ii 
the  funds  in  which  the  Court  d' 
rects  trust  money  to  be  laid  oc 
and  the  funds  sinking  in  val 
they  were  made  liable  to  the  lo 

Dickens  mentions  in  the  d 
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and  the  dividends  to  accrue 
chasedy    and    also    on    such 


another  case  in  April,  ]  783,  before 
Lord    Loughborough,    and    the 
other  Lords  Ck>mmi88ioner8,  Adie 
V.  FennUitteau,  in  which  a  trustee 
laid  out  trust  money  in  South  Sea 
Annuities.    They  afterwards  fell 
in    their  price,    and    though   it 
^was  the  same  fund  in  which  the 
^jeatest  part  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate  was  at  his  death  in- 
'^rested,  their  Lordships  held  it  to 
"fca  an  improper  investment,  and 
^hat  the  trustee  should  abide  the 
Xoas. 

I>ickens  mentions  that  in  Han- 
com  Y,  AUen,  the  case  of  Trafford 
'V.  Soekm,  3  Atk.  440,  was  cited, 
^^rhere  a  trustee   laid   out  trust 
mooey  in  South  Sea  Annuities, 
which  afterwards  sinking  in  their 
value,  the  trustee  was  ordered  to 
make  good  the  deficiency.    But 
in  Trafford  v.  Boekm,  the  trustee 
bad  laid  out  the  money  in  South 
Sea  Stock,  which  was  a  very  diffe- 
rent security  from  South  Sea  An- 
nuities.   At  that  time  South  Sea 
Annuities  was  a  3/.  per  cent,  go- 
vernment fund,  and  a  very  proper 
fimd  in  which  to  make  investments 
of  trust  monies. 

It  has  been  conjectured  that,  as 
Dickens  in  citing  Trafford  v. 
Boekm  has  confounded  South  Sea 
Stock  with  South  Sea  Annuities, 
he  may  have  made  a  similar  blun- 
der in  Adie  v.  Fennilitieau.  But 
when  we  call  to  mind  the  history 
of  the  stock  of  the  South  Sea 
Company,  and  the  circumstance 
that  Consols  became  the  fiind  of 
the  Court  in  1/51, 32  years  before 
Adie  V.  Fennilitieau  was  decided, 
there    is    perhaps   no   sufficient 


on   such  Consols  when  so  pur- 
sums    of   stock    until    the    sale 

ground  to  think  that  Dickens  has 
committed  a  double  error. 

Cases,  too,  are  cited  in  these 
pages  which  render  it  not  impro- 
bable that  the  Court,  in  1/83, 
should  consider  it  a  breach  of 
trust  to  invest  money  even  in 
a  3/.  per  cent,  government  fund 
— that  fund  not  being  the  fund 
adopted  by  the  Court. 

It  is  singular  that  in  Howe  v. 
Lord  Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  150, 
Lord  Eldon  should  state  that 
before  Lord  Kenyon's  time  it  was 
doubted  whether  an  executor 
could  lay  out  the  property  in  the 
£3  per  Cents.;  but  that  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  who  was  a  repository  of 
valuable  knowledge,  in  the  case  of 
Mr.  Champion,  an  executor,  pro- 
duced a  dictum  of  Lord  Northing- 
ton,  that  the  Court  would  protect 
an  executor  in  doing  what  it 
would  order  him  to  do.  It  seems 
plain,  however,  that  in  Lord  Ken- 
yon's time  there  was  some  doubt 
upon  the  subject,  for  Dickens 
(vol.  2,  p.  499)  states,  in  a  note, 
that  in  Peat  v.  Crane,  before  Lord 
Thurlow,  the  trustee  laid  out 
trust  money  in  Bank  £3  per  Cent. 
Consolidated  Annuities,  the  fund 
the  Court  adopts,  with  a  view 
to  benefit  the  trust,  so  that  it 
might  not  lie  unproductive.  The 
said  annuities  afterwards  sunk 
in  their  price,  and  the  trustee 
claimed  an  allowance  for  what  he 
had  so  laid  out.  Lord  Thurlow 
at  first  doubted  as  to  making 
the  allowance,  but  after  con- 
sideration was  clear  the  execu- 
tor was  entitled  to  an  allowance, 
according  to  the  price  at  which 
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thereof  (a)  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
the  Master  was  directed  to  consider  of  a  purchase  wherein  ta 
invest  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate. 


Usher  of  the 
Court,  and 
Masters  in 
Ordinary. 


the    annuities    were    purchased. 

The  case  of  Mr.  Champion  the 
executor,  mentioned  by  Lord  El- 
don  in  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth, 
had  been  cited  by  him,  when  So- 
licitor-General, ten  years  previ- 
ously to  Lord  Thurlow.  In 
Franklin  v.  Frith,  3  Bro.  C.  C. 
434,  Lord  Thurlow  said,  that  if 
the  executors  had  laid  out  the 
money  in  £3  per  Cents,  the  Court 
would  have  affirmed  their  act ; 
when  the  Solicitor- General  (Sir 
John  Scott)  mentioned  that  in  a 
case.  Ex  parte  Champion,  Lord 
Kenyon  held  that  an  executor 
laying  out  his  testator^s  money  in 
£3  per  Cents,  was  not  liable  to 
the  fall  of  stocks.  Lord  Thurlow 
seemed  to  think  there  had  been 
many  such  decisions,  but  Mr. 
Solicitor-General  observed  that  a 
case  before  Lord  Northington, 
mentioned  by  Lord  Kenyon  in 
Ex  parte  Champion,  was  the  only 
one  that  was  even  now  known  to 
the  profession. 

Prior  to  the  creation  of  the 
Accountant-General's  office,  the 
monies  of  the  suitors  were  in- 
trusted to  the  Usher  of  the  court, 
and  to  the  Masters  in  ordinary, 
and  laid  out  by  them  in  their  own 
names,  in  whatever  securities  they 
thought  fit,  public  or  private. 

There  is  a  tradition  that  it  was 
the  concern,  which  some  of  these 
gentlemen  had  in  the  South  Sea 
Bubble,  that  produced  the  defi- 
ciencies in  their  accounts.  Those 
deficiencies,  it  is  well  known,  led 
to  the  alteration  in  the  system. 
But  there  are  said  to  be  many 


orders  in  the  registrar's  books 
(some  the  writer  has  seen)  which 
attest  defaults  both  of  Usher  and 
Masters  many  years  before.  Lord 
Macclesfield's  trial  throws  much 
light  upon  this  part  of  the  history 
of  the  court.  It  was  one  of  the 
articles  of  impeachment  against 
him,  that  he  had  borrowed  the 
stutors'  money.  The  Masters 
trafficked  largely  with  the  funds 
intrusted  to  them.  Large  sums 
were  given  for  their  places.  The 
Chancellor  had  his  share.  The 
price  seems  often  to  have  been 
retained  by  the  outgoing  Master, 
out  of  the  suitors'  effects  in  his 
hands,  which  his  successor  had 
of  course  to  replace.  The  order 
of  transfer  to  a  new  Master,  upon 
the  death  or  resignation  of  the 
old,  was  not  confined  to  causes, 
but  comprised  monies,  tallies, 
mortgages,  bonds,  notes,  and 
other  things  that  had  been  depo- 
sited. 

(a)  Here,  and  in  many  other 
instances,  it  will  be  found  that  the 
tenant  for  life  received  the  interest 
until  the  conversion.  In  the  ar- 
gument of  Howe  V.  Lord  Dart^ 
mouth,  7  Ves.  143,  it  was  said 
that  the  Court  has  sometimes 
ordered  the  interest  of  Bank 
Stock,  &c.,  to  be  paid  to  the  te- 
nant for  life,  but  that  must  be 
considered  to  have  been  without 
prejudice.  It  is  probable,  how- 
ever— excepting  those  cases  where 
from  inadvertence  or  ignorance, 
or  in  consequence  of  some  mutual 
understanding,  the  attention  of 
the  Court  has  not  been  called  to 
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In  3  Hare,  430,  there  is  a  quaere  whether  stocks  and  funds  not         1846. 
being  Consols  ought  to  be  sold  and  invested  in  Consols  during  turnbr 
the  interval,  which  may  elapse  before  the  purchase  of  lands  maj  Newport. 
be  found.     It  is  apprehended  that  this  question  should  be  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative,  wherever  it  is  probable  that  any  consi- 
derable time  will  elapse  before  a  suitable  purchase  can  be  met 
-with. 

hi  Tucker  v.  Bagwell,  5  Beav.  607>  the  testator  directed  that 

the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  should  be  laid  out  and  invested 

from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  convenient  opportunities,  in  the  pur- 

eliase  of  lands.     There  was  an  annuity  of  400/.  a  year  to  the 

widow  if  she  should  recover  her  mental  faculties.     Until  that 

e^ent  200/.  a  year  only  was  to  be  paid  to  her  use.     The  widow 

nerer  recovered  her  mental  faculties.    The  Master  of  the  Rolls 

s<ud,  that  the  unapplied  200/.  a  year  became  part  of  the  general 

I'^esiciue  to  be  invested,  and  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to 

^e  income  only  of  it. 


In  Sitwell  v.  Bernard,  6  Ves.  520,  the  testator  directed  his  \(rhere,  until 
^^eoutors  with  all  convenient  speed  to  lay  out  the  residue  of  his  ***«  permanent 
p^^^onal  estate  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and  he  directed  that  the  accumulation  of 
'*^^^rcst  of  such  residue  should  accumulate  and  be  laid  out  in  lands  the  income  was 
™^  like  manner,  and  the  testator  empowered  his  trustees  to  place  *"'^®^^" 
**>^t:    any  part  of  his  personal  estate  on  real  or  government  secu- 
l^^es^  and  to  change  the  securities.     Lord  Eldon  said,  tbat  it  was 
^^^^possible  for  the  trustees  to  caU  in  a  very  considerable  part  of 
^'^e  personal  estate.    That  it  consisted  of  a  great  variety  of  se- 
^^^^^^ties,  and  to  render  them  productive  would  occasion  great 
^^P^Qse  and  delay.     It  might  be  asked,  were  the  trustees  imme- 
*^tely  to  file  bills  of  foreclosure,  whether  prudently  or  not — ^to 

^^l>oint — that  the  securities  were  man  be  sui  juris,  and  acquiesce, 

^^  ^  kind,  the  value  of  which  was  not  to  permit  the  tenant  for  life 

^^t  likely  to  diminish  before  a  sale  to  receive  the  income  of  securities 

^^*nld  be  effected:  and  the  re-  — notwithstandin^ir  he  may  be  sure 

^^^nder-man  would  not  therefore  the  value  of  such  securities  will 

^  injured  by  the  tenant  for  life  not  diminish  before  conversion — 

^^^^ving  a  larger  interest.    But  should  tbat  income  exceed  what 

though  an  order  of  this  kind  the  tenant  for  life  would  be  en- 

^^^y  be  made  by  the  Comt,  Dimes  titled  to,  were  the  securities  sold 

^*  Scott  (see  the  note,  ante,  page  and  Consols  bought  with  the  pro- 

*^)  U  a  warning  to  trustees  and  ceeds. 

^^ecuion,  unless  the  remainder- 
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1846.  admit  no  arrangement — to  file  bills  for  the  purpose  of  foHowing 
TuRNiR  V,  *^®  assets  of  the  original  mortgagors — to  institute  every  spedes 
Newport.         of  legal  diligence  7     Suppose  the  tenant  for  life  had  had  no  other 

provision ;  suppose  he  had  been  an  infant  and  had  filed  a  bill — 
what  was  the  Court  to  do  7  The  case  afibrded  great  difficulty  in 
the  terms  of  the  will  providing  for  an  accumulation  of  interest, 
and  directing  such  interest  to  be  laid  out  on  the  same  trusts.  In 
a  case  before  Lord  Thurlow  (a),  he  had  thought  it  impossible  to 
inquire  when  each  part  of  the  estate  could  be  got  in.  Such  an 
inquiry  would  be  endless  and  immeasurable,  and  the  Court  must 
cut  the  knot  by  doing  what  is  convenient  in  general  cases,  and 
he  was  compelled  to  consider  the  estate  vested  at  the  testator's 
death.  In  a  case  before  Lord  Rosslyn(6)  there  was  a  decree 
ordering  the  estates  to  be  sold  somewhat  more  than  a  month 
prior  to  the  end  of  a  year  from  the  death,  and  Lord  Bosslyn  took 
the  period  of  the  decree  instead  of  the  period  of  a  year  from  the 
death.  The  difference  in  time  was  not  much,  but  the  difference 
in  principle  was  something.  In  another  case  (c)  Lord  Bosslyn 
had  gone  upon  a  rule,  not  like  that  adopted  in  either  of  the  cases 
just  mentioned.  That  case  answered  the  objection  from  the 
power  given  to  the  trustees  to  caU  in  money  and  lay  it  out  upon 
interest,  before  it  should  be  laid  out  in  land.  The*Court  was 
driven  to  take  the  end  of  the  year  upon  the  principle  of  general 
convenience,  or  to  examine  in  each  particular  case  what  convenient 
speed  and  reasonable  diligence  would  have  done,  what  negligence 
or  the  law  of  the  country  or  other  circumstances  would  have  pre- 
vented, and  make  those  inquiries  at  the  hazard  of  obtaining  no 
dear  result.  He  was  therefore  disposed  to  say  that  justice  re- 
quired that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  interest  firom  the  end 
of  the  year  (^. 

In  Griffith  v.  Morrison,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  311,  in  the  note,  the 
testator  had  directed  his  trustees  to  place  out  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  in  the  funds,  and  to  vary  such  funds  as  they  should 
see  occasion,  and  to  place  out  the  interest  half  yearly  as  an  acca- 
mulative  fund,  until  his  personal  estate  could  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  lands.  One  question  in  the  cause  seems  to  have  been, 
whether  the  accumulations,  from  the  death  of  the  testator  up  to 

(a)  See  Hutckin  v.  3faiijitii^/oi|,  ^  (rf)  There  arc  some  remarks  of 

stated  in  a  subsequent  page.  Lord  Cottenham  upon  the  doc- 

(A)  See  Stuort  v.  Bruere,  stated  trine  of  SitweU  v.  Bernard,  in  a 

in  a  8ub8equent  i>a«e.  Scotch   case,  in    the    House  of 

(r^  StH»  Entwistle  v.  Markiand,  Lords.      Casamajor    v.  PearMom, 

stated  ui  a  subsequent  ^wige.  8  Q.  &  Fin.  94. 
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the  end  of  one  year  after  the  testator's  death,  formed  part  of  the  1846. 
capital.  The  decree,  which  was  that  of  Sir  W.  Grant,  decided  ^uRNEi  v. 
that  it  did.  Nkwpo»t. 

In  Noel  V.  Lord  Henley^  7  Price,  241,  the  testator  directed  his 
trustees  to  sell  his  real  estates  at  such  times  as  should  seem  most 
advisahle,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  together  with  the  rents 
and  profits  in  the  mean  time,  were  to  he  invested  in  government 
securities.  Sir  R.  Richards  said  he  considered  that  the  words  in 
the  devise,  directing  the  estates  to  be  sold  at  such  times  as  should 
seem  most  advisable,  were  equivalent  to  the  words  with  all  con- 
venient speed  in  Sittoell  v.  Bernard.  The  decree  declared  that  the 
net  amount  of  the  rents,  which  accrued  between  the  daj  of  the 
testator's  death  and  the  end  of  a  year  from  that  time,  making  all 
usual  allowances  thereout,  should  be  made  principal  money,  and 
be  added  to  and  form  an  aggregate  fund  with  the  principal  monies 
produced  by  the  saled  of  the  estate. 

In  KUmngtoH  v.  Gray,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  396,  the  testator 
directed  that  his  trustees  should  invest  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  when  and  as  soon  as  convenient 
purchases  could  be  found,  which  upon  a  fair  letting  would  produce 
a  yearly  rent  equal  to  3}  per  cent,  upon  the  amount  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  until  such  purchases  they  were  to  lay  out 
such  residue  in  the  public  funds,  and  to  receive  the  dividends,  and 
lay  out  the  same  in  like  funds  to  accumulate  until  purchases  of 
lands  could  be  found.  Sir  John  Leach  said  that  the  case  differed 
from  SitweU  v.  Bernard  only  in  this  circumstance,  that  the  tes- 
tator directed  the  residue  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
not  with  all  convenient  speed,  as  in  that  case,  but  when  and  as 
soon  as  convenient  purchases  could  be  found,  which  upon  a  fair 
letting  would  produce  a  yearly  rent  equal  to  3  J  per  cent,  upon 
the  amount  of  the  purchase  money.  His  Honour  declared  the 
tenant  for  life  entitled  only  to  the  interest  of  the  residue  accruing 
from  the  end  of  one  year  afler  the  testator's  death. 

In  Viekeri  v.  Scott,  MS.  Cases,  S,  C,  3  Myl.  &  C.  500,  the 
testator  directed  his  trustees  to  sell  the  whole  of  his  real  and 
personal  estates  with  all  convenient  speed  after  his  death,  and  to 
invest  the  proceeds  in  government  or  real  securities,  and  he  then 
created  the  trusts  of  such  government  or  real  securities,  and  com- 
prehended in  the  same  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  all  his 
estate  and  effects  until  sale  or  investment.  The  testator  died  in 
January,  1830.  In  July,  1834,  freehold  and  leasehold  estates 
of  the  testator  still  remained  unsold.  The  question  was  from 
what  time  the  tenant  for  Ufe  was  entitled  to  receive  the  rents  and 
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1846.         profits.     Sir  C.  Pepys  said  that  the  words  with  aU  convenient 
TuRNBR  V  speed  were  the  very  words  that  were  used  in  Sitwell  v.  Bernard; 

Nkwport.  that  although  those  words  were  used,  there  was  an  express  direc- 

tion that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  until  sale  and  invest- 
ment should  be  laid  out  upon  government  or  real  securities  in 
like  manner  with  the  capital,  and  that  the  tenant  for  life  vras  to 
take  nothing  until  the  real  and  personal  estate  should  hare  been 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  invested.  That  it  was  consistent  with 
principle  and  authority,  that  twelve  months  should  be  considered 
as  the  time  within  which  the  sale  might  reasonably  have  been 
made.  That  the  twelve  months  satisfied  the  testator's  direction 
to  accumulate,  and  a  sale  afler  that  time  could  hardly  be  con- 
sidered as  with  all  convenient  speed.  It  appeared  that  no  sale  had 
yet  taken  place,  but  that  ought  not  to  prejudice  the  tenant  for 
life.  She  could  not  have  the  rents  and  profits  for  the  first  year, 
but  she  must,  as  in  Silwell  v.  Bernard,  be  declared  entitled  to 
the  same  from  the  end  of  one  year  after  that  time. 

In  Tucker  v.  Boswell,  5  Beav.  607,  the  testator  directed  that 
his  trustees  should  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  convenient 
opportunities,  lay  out  and  invest  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and  that  until  such  purchases  should  have 
been  made,  they  should  invest  the  interest  and  dividends  of  such  resi- 
due, and  accumulate  the  same  in  the  nature  of  compound  interest. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to 
the  income  of  such  part  of  the  residue,  as  had  not  been  laid  out  in 
the  purchase  of  land  as  from  one  year  from  the  testator's  death. 


Parry  v.  Warrington,  6  Madd.  155,  was  the  case  of  a  large 
legacy  and  not  of  a  residue.  Some  short  remarks  there  made  by 
Sir  John  Leach  may  be  thought  relevant  to  the  subject  of  inquiry. 
The  testator  there  directed  that  his  trustees  should  with  all  con- 
venient speed  invest  a  sum  of  50,000/.  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
and  that  until  the  purchase  was  made  the  dividends  on  the 
50,000/.,  which  was  in  the  interim  to  be  laid  out  in  stock,  should 
accumulate.  Sir  John  Leach  directed  that  the  tenant  for  life 
should  receive  the  dividends,  from  the  end  of  twelve  months  afler 
the  trustees  had  received  the  legacy. 

His  Honour  there  observed,  that  if  in  any  such  case  the  trus- 
tees were  enabled  to  find  a  purchase  sooner,  it  would  be  open  for 
the  tenant  for  life  to  contend  that  his  interest  should  commence 
from  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  and  that  where  trustees  pro- 
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Seeding  with  all  diligence  did  not  complete  a  purchase  within  1846. 
wehe  months,  it  would  be  equally  open  to  the  remainder-man  to  turn**  v. 
xmtend  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  only  take,  from  the  time  of  Newport. 
he  oonvejance  (a). 


(a)  The  testator  directed  that 
ds  executors  should  pay  the  inter- 
)st  of  a  mortgage  out  of  the  rents 
if  the  mortgaged  property,  until 
nch  mortgage  should  be  paid  off, 
nd  that  such  mortgage  should 
M  the  first  which  his  executors 
hoold  discharge  out  of  monies 
hey  might  receive  for  rents  or 
»therwise,  arising  from  his  other 
states  or  property,  and  not  out 
if  the  mortgaged  property.  The 
If  aster  of  the  Rolls  said  he  did 
lot  recollect  a  case  altogether  si- 
nikr,  but  he  thought  there  was 
ninciple  sufficient  to  be  collected 
rom  the  printed  authorities^  for 
lolding  that  the  rents  of  the 
nortgaged  premises  ought  to  be 
pplied  in  payment  of  the  interest 
f  the  mortgage,  for  one  year  from 
he  time  of  the  testator's  death, 
nd  no  longer.  Beanland  v.  HaU 
ImeU,  M.  R.  June,  1838,  MS. 
)ase8 ;  5.  C,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  344. 

The  testatrix  declared  that  her 
rnstees  should  not  be  liable  to  be 
ailed  upon,  or  obUged  to  sell  her 
eal  estates  till  the  expiration  of 
IPO  years  after  her  decease,  but  if 
tiey  thought  proper  to  make  such 
sle  sooner,  they  should  be  at 
iberty  to  do  so.  Until  the  sale 
hould  take  place,  she  directed 
hat  the  rents  of  the  real  estates 
hould  be  paid  to  her  daughters  ; 
nd  after  the  sale  she  directed  that 
1  the  first  place  a  large  legacy 
hould  be  invested  for  their 
enefitout  of  the  proceeds;  and 
1   the    next  place  out  of   the 


remuning  proceeds  she  gave  le- 
gacies to  her  sons,  and  she  di- 
rected that  such  legacies  to  her 
sons  should  not  bear  interest  until 
the  legacy  to  the  daughters  should 
be  satisfied.  Two  of  the  legacies 
to  the  sons  were  directed  to  be 
paid  within  twelve  months  after 
the  sale.  Another  legacy  to  one 
of  the  sons  was  directed  to  be 
paid  at  the  same  time  with  one  of 
the  last-mentioned  legacies.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  observed,  that 
probably  no  case  could  be  found 
in  which  the  will  had  contained  a 
direction  such  as  that  in  the  will 
before  him;  but  he  was  of  opinion, 
upon  the  principle  of  Sitwell  v. 
Bernard,  and  cases  of  that  class, 
that  the  estate  must  be  considered 
as  sold  at  the  end  of  the  two  years 
from  the  testator's  death,  and  the 
legacy  to  the  daughters  would 
therefore  bear  interest  from  that 
time,  and  all  the  legacies  to  the 
sons  would  become  payable  twelve 
months  after,  and  would  bear  in- 
terest from  that  time.  He  did 
not  know  whether  it  was  requisite 
in  the  suit  to  decide  that  point 
with  reference  to  all  such  legacies 
Buxton  V.  Buxton,  M.  R.  July, 
1837,  MS.  Cases;  S.  C,  1  C.  P. 
Coop.  97. 


The  reporter,  to  save  the  stu- 
dent trouble,  has  subjoined  to  the 
order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
in  Buxton  v.  Buxton,  1  C.  P. 
Coop.  107,  a  short  arrangement 


ceeds.    In  next 
place  legacies 
given  to  sons 
out  of  remain, 
ing  proceeds, 
but  such  lega- 
cies not  to  bear 
interest  until 
legacy  to 
daughters  paid. 
Some  of  the  le- 
gacies to  the 
sons  payable 
within  twelve 
months  after 
the  sale.    An- 
other legacy  to 
a  son  payable  at 
same  time  as 
one  of  these 
Uist.    The 
estates  con- 
sidered as  sold 
at  the  end  of 
the  two  years ; 
the  legacy  to 
the  daughters 
to  bear  interest 
from  that  time, 
and  all  the  le- 
gacies to  the 
sons  considered 
as  payable  at 
end  of  three 
years  from 
death. 
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^8^^'  Two  cases  earlier  than  any  of  the  preceding — ^before  Lord 

TuRirsK  V,         Bosslyn — remain  to  be  noticed  under  this  head.   As  the  decisioiis 
Newport.         there  come  to  do  not  now  fiimish  any  rule,  a  statement  of  them 

might  have  been  dispensed  with  but  for  the  use  made  of  them  in 
Sitwell  y.  Bernard^  and  the  circumstance  that  they  are  almost 
invariably  cited  together  with  the  cases  of  the  present  class. 

In  Stuart  v.  Bruere,  6  Yes.  529,  the  testatrix  directed  her 
trustees  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  her  decease,  to 
sell  her  real  and  personal  estate,  and  place  out  the  money  arising 
thereby  and  the  rents  and  profits  accruing  before  such  sale,  on 
government  securities,  and  pay  the  interest  and  dividends  thereof 
to  the  plaintiff  for  his  life.  The  testatrix  died  10  January,  1/85. 
By  the  decree  made  at  the  Rolls,  2nd  Dec.  1785,  it  was  decreed 
that  the  estates  not  then  sold  should  be  sold,  and  the  Master  was 
to  distinguish  in  taking  the  accounts  the  rents  of  the  estates 
accrued  since  the  testatrix's  death  to  the  time  of  the  sales 
respectively,  and  what  should  be  due  in  respect  of  the  rents  was 
to  be  placed  to  the  same  account  as  the  money  to  arise  by  the 
sale  of  the  estates.  By  the  decree  (it  is  presumed  on  further 
directions)  made  by  Lord  Rosslyn,  29th  July,  1793,  an  inquiry  was 
directed  how  much  of  the  Bank  Annuities  in  court  arose  from  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  accrued  since  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, and  previous  to  the  sale  of  those  estates.  By  an  order 
made  upon  the  1st  April,  1794,  it  was  directed  that  the  amount  of 
interest  accrued  since  10th  January,  1785,  should  be  raised  by  the 
sale  of  the  Bank  Annuities,  and  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the 
future  dividends  of  the  remaining  stock  should  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  during  his  life. 

It  b  impossible  to  reconcile  some  part  of  these  orders,  as  set 
forth  by  Yesey,  with  the  commentaries  which  he  states  Lord 
Eldon  to  have  made  upon  them.  For  instance,  in  Lord  Eldon's 
judgment  it  is  said  that  Lord  Rossl3m  took  the  period  of  the 
decree  of  2nd  Dec.  1785  as  the  period  from  which  the  tenant  for 
life  was  to  receive  the  rents,  and  not  the  period  of  a  year  from  the 
death  of  the  testatrix ;  whereas  in  glancing  the  eye  on  Lord 
Rosslyn's  order  of  the  1st  April,  1794,  set  forth  in  the  note,  we 
find  that  the  interest  accrued  due  since  the  10th  January,  1785, 
the  day  of  the  testatrix's  death,  is  given  to  the  tenant  for  life. 
An  attentive  examination  of  the  decree  and  orders  does  no< 

of  the  cases  connected  with  the  oftimehecannot  discover,  several 

points,  the  decision  of  which  was  cases,  which  the   present  pages 

involved  in  that  order.    But  from  show  must  have  come  within  the 

some  cause,  which  at  this  distance  design,  are  there  omitted. 
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diminish  the  reader's  embarrassment.     The  language  of  the  Rolls   ^      ^M6. 
decree  of  2nd  Dec.  1 785  does  not  seem  to  correspond  with  Lord  tuhhsr  «. 
Eldon's  statement  of  it.     Lord  Rosslyn's  decree  of  29th  July,  Nswport. 
]  793,  occupies  forty  lines,  of  which  all  but  the  four  last  might  have 
been  spared.   Lord  Rosslyn's  order  of  the  1st  April,  1794,  makes 
414/.  14«.  4d.  the  money  to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life,  the 
interest  accrued  since  10th  January,  1785,  of  a  sum  of  219/.  5«.  6d. 
The  edition  of  1827  perpetuates  the  same  inaccuracy. 

In  Eniwistle  t.  Markland,  6  Ves.  528,  the  testator  by  his  will 
directed  his  trustees,  as  soon  as  might  be  after  his  death,  to  caU  in 
all  the  money  due  to  him  on  securities  by  mortgage  or  otherwise, 
with  the  interest  thereof,  and  to  convert  all  his  other  personal 
estate  into  money,  and  without  delay,  and  with  all  convenient 
speed  to  lay  out  and  apply  the  whole  of  all  such  monies,  and  the 
interest  thereof  to  accrue  and  accumulate  in  the  mean  time,  in  the 
purchase  of  freehold  estates;  and  he  directed  that  immediately  after 
the  purchase  the  trustees  should  be  seised  of  such  estates  to  the 
use  of  his  brother  Robert  Entwistle  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
plaintiff  for  life.  By  a  codicil  to  his  will  the  testator  gave  his 
tmstees  power  either  to  continue  or  to  call  in  and  lay  out  again, 
until  proper  purchases  could  be  found,  all  or  any  part  of  his 
money  at  interest  on  such  security,  real  or  personal,  or  funds,  as 
they  should  think  proper.  The  testator  died  in  January,  1 784  ; 
Robert  Entwistle,  the  first  tenant  for  life,  had  died  in  1787.  By 
the  Master's  report  it  appeared  that  there  had  been  an  opportunity 
of  hiying  out  part  of  the  personal  estate,  which  had  not  been  so 
laid  out,  and  that  several  parts  of  the  personal  estate  were  out  upon 
mortgages,  on  which  it  had  become  impossible,  for  want  of  heirs  and 
persons  abroad,  to  get  in  the  money.  The  cause  was  heard  before 
Lord  Rosslyn  on  further  directions,  24  July,  1 795,  when  it  was 
declared  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  not  having  been 
applied  as  the  same  was  got  in  and  received  in  the  purchase  of 
real  estates  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  will,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  and  ought  to  receive  the  interest  of  such  personal  estate, 
or  of  such  part  thereof  as  had  been  got  in  and  received  and  not 
so  applied,  from  the  death  of  Robert  Entwistle  the  first  tenant  for 
life ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  amount  of  such  interest  together 
with  the  future  interest  of  the  outstanding  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  until  the  same  should  be  got  in  and  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  lands,  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  when  and  as 
the  same  should  be  got  in  and  received. 

It  will  not  escape  notice,  that  the  ordering  part  of  Lord  Ross- 
lyn's decree  on  further  directions  is  more  extensive  than  the 
declaratory  part. 
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1846-  Considerable  skill  in  conjectural  emendation  must  be  exerdsed 

Tu&NBR  V.         ^  render  Vesey's  report  of  Lord  Eldon's  remarks  upon  this  case 
Newport.         intelligible :  but  as  no  question  arose  as  to  the  income  for  the 

first  year  after  the  testator's  death,  it  is  enough  to  have  stated  the 
facts  of  the  case. 

A  comparison  of  Vesey's  statement  of  the  decrees  and  orders  in 
the  two  last  cases  with  the  Registrar's  book,  might  formerly  have 
been  important,  with  the  view  of  explaining  passages  in  Lord 
£ldon's  judgment  in  Sitwell  v.  Bernard,  which,  it  will  be  recol- 
lected, misled  even  so  accurate  and  pains-taking  a  judge  as  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer.  (See  Taylor  v.  Hibbert,  stated  below.)  But 
the  doctrine  of  the  Court  with  reference  to  cases  falling  under 
the  present  division  is  now  fully  settled,  and  such  a  task  would 
be  quite  superfluous. 


Where  no  accu-       Siott  v.  Hollinffworth,  3  Madd.  161,  was  merely  the  bequest 

mulation  of  the  ^f  ^Yie  residue  for  life,  remainder  over.     A  bill  was  filed,  insisting 
income  direct-  .  ^ 

ed.  that  the  interest  of  the  residue  until  the  expiration  of  a  year  from 

^"l^?^^"**^  the  testator's  death,  formed  part  of  the  capital  of  the  residuary 

and  Sir  Thomas  ,  .  ,  .'^  i»  /»         » 

Plumer  held       personal  estate.     A  general  demurrer  for  want  of  eqmty  was  put 

that  the  income  in  to  the  bill.    Sir  John  Leach,  after  hearing  counsel  in  support  of 

for  the  first  year  ^^^  ^^^'  declined  hearing  counsel  in  support  of  the  demurrer;  and 

must  he  added    determined  that  the  interest  for  the  first  year  must  be  added  to 

®  **P*    •     the  capital,  upon  which  the  tenant  for  life  would  be  entitled  to 

interest  from  that  time.     His  Honour  said  a  pecuniary  legacy  was 

part  of  the  residue  after  payment  of  debts,  and  the  rule  <^ 

administration  gave  to  the  pecuniary  legatee  no  title  until  the 

end  of  the  year.     It  would  be  strange  that  the  residuary  legatee, 

who  takes  the  other  part  of  the  residue  subject  to  the  pecuniary 

legacy,  should  have  a  prior  title.     It  was  a  legal  presumption, 

that  until  the  end  of  the  year  the  residue  could  not  be  ascertained ; 

and  it  seemed  the  plainer  rule  to  hold,  that  what  was  ascertained 

at  the  end  of  the  year  to  be  residue  should  be  the  capital,  to  the 

interest  of  which  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  residue  should  be 

entitled. 

There  was  an  appeal  from  this  decision,  but  the  case  was  after- 
wards compromised.  (See  Turn.  &  Russ.  243.)  Lord  Eldon, 
upon  Stott  V.  HoUingworth  being  dted,  said  he  should  not  have 
decided  it  without  hearing  a  most  elaborate  argument  on  both 
sides. 

In  Taylor  v.  Hibbert,  1  Jac.  &  Wal.  308,  the  testator  directed 
his  trustees  to  lay  out  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  in  the 
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purchase  of  lands.     Sir  Thomas  Plumer  having  misapprehended  1846. 

^e  effect  of  Lord  Eldon's  judgment  in  Sitwell  v.  Bernard,  thought  turnm  v 
^hat  it  was  his  intention,  notwithstanding  some  passages  in  his  Nbwpoet. 
judgment,  to  lay  down  generally  that,  by  analogy  to  that  rule  by 
^vrhich  l^tees  are  held  entitled  in  all  cases  at  the  end  of  one  year 
Jrom  the  testator's  death,  one  year  ought  to  be  considered,  in  the 
mhaence  of  particular  circumstances,  a  reasonable  period  to  collect 
tike  testator's  estate,  and  to  inyest  it  in  a  purchase.  That  it  was 
Xjord  Eldon's  purpose  to  decide  this  generally.  The  bill  being  filed 
to  recover  the  dividends  accrued  due  during  the  first  year  was 
dismissed  by  his  Honour  with  costs. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  remind  the  student  that  both  these 
cases  have  long  since  been  overruled. 


In  Hutehin  v.  Mtmningtom,  1  Yes.  jun.  367>  Lord  Thurlow  Tenant  for  life 
said  it  was  clear  that  it  would  neither  depend  upon  the  caprice  of  ^me  fro*^  "*" 
the  trustee  to  sell  (for  that  would  be  contrary  to  all  common  sense),  death,  where 
nor  upon  his  dilatoriness.     In  some  way  it  might  be  sold  imme-  ****  convenion 
diately.     But  he  should  not  inquire  when  a  real  estate  might  unconnected 
have  been  sold  with  all  possible  diligence ;  for  it  might  the  very  ^^^  ^^f  gene- 
next  day,  or  that  veiy  evening :  and  therefore  the  CJourt  always  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^ 
in  such  a  case  considered  it  as  sold  the  moment  the  testator  was  tator's  estate. 
dead.     For  where  there  was  a  trust,  that  was  always  considered 
here  as  done,  which  is  ordered  to  be  done ;  and  the  Court  cannot 
measure  the  time. 

In  Sitwell  v.  Bernard,  6  Yes.  541,  Lord  Eldon  says.  Lord 
Thurlow' s  rule  is  put  upon  the  naked  case  of  an  estate  directed  to 
be  sold,  no  burthens  upon  it,  &c.  That  upon  the  dry  case  in 
Hutehin  v.  Manninffton,  the  Court  had  not  to  encumber  itself 
with  the  payment  of  debts  out  of  the  produce  of  the  estate,  or  the 
time  necessary  for  inquiring  what  debts  there  were. 

In  Casamajor  v.  Strode,  1 9  Yes.  390,  in  the  note,  the  testator 
directed  that  his  real  estates  should  be  sold  as  soon  as  conveni- 
ently might  be  after  his  death.  The  decree  ordered  a  sale,  and 
declared  the  tenants  for  life  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  from 
the  death  of  the  testator. 

In  Elwin  v.  Elwin,  8  Yes.  554,  Sir  William  Grant  said,  that 
with  regard  to  a  sale  of  land  there  was  no  ground  for  taking  the 
period  of  a  year  as  the  time  within  which  a  sale  ought  to  be  made. 
Why  should  it  be  suspended  for  that  period  and  no  longer? 
Where  a  residue  of  personal  estate  was  to  be  laid  out  in  land  there 
was  a  reason.     It  was  supposed,  that  ordinarily  the  personal 


174  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 

1846.         estate  might  be  collected,  and  the  residue  ascertained  by  that 
TuRNBB  V.        time.     But  in  the  other  instance  time  had  no  application. 

NBVfPOIlT.  

Tenant  for  life  In  Browne  v.  Be  Laet,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  527»  the  testator  devised 
thl^d^th^f"  ^^  ^^  estates  for  life,  and  he  then  directed  that  the  residue  of 
the  testator,  to    his  personal  estate  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after 

m^e  of  pro-    j^jg  decease,  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  the  same  uses. 

perty  not  want-  * 

ed  for  the  pay.    Lord  Rosslyn  said  that  there  could  be  no  difficulty  as  to  the 

ment  of  debts  interest  of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  as  the  Court  always  took 
'  the  conversion  to  be  made  at  the  death  of  the  testator;  the 
interest  must  therefore  go  as  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  did. 

In  Angeretein  v.  Martin^  Turn.  &  Russ.  232,  the  testator 
having  devised  his  real  estates  for  life,  directed  that  his  trustees 
should  sell  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  and  should  with  all 
convenient  speed  invest  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and 
forthwith  convey  such  lands  to  the  same  uses  as  the  devised  real 
estates ;  and  until  such  personal  estate  should  be  so  invested  in 
the  purchase  of  lands  the  trustees  were  empowered  from  time  to 
time  to  invest  the  same  on  government  or  real  securities,  and  the 
testator  directed  that  the  income  of  such  securities  should  be  paid 
to  such  person  as  would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  lands  if 
purchased. 

The  bill,  filed  by  the  tenant  for  life  soon  afler  the  testator's 
death,  prayed  a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  receive  the 
amount  of  the  annual  interest  or  yearly  produce  of  the  clear 
residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  from  the  time  of  the  tes- 
tator's death. 

The  following  passage  in  the  answer  of  the  trustees  and 
executors  has  been  taken  from  the  Registrar's  book.  (Reg.  Lib. 
A.  1822,  fol.  2148.) 

The  defendants  said^  that  the  testator  was  at  the  time  of  his 
death  possessed  of  several  sums  in  the  public  funds,  as  after  men- 
tioned, (that  is  to  say,)  of  several  sums  of  £2  per  Cent.  Consolidated 
Bank  Annuities,  New  £A  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  India  Stock, 
South  Sea  Stock,  Bank  Stock,  £^\  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities, 
Long  Annuities,  Old  £A  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  £3  per 
Cent.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  only  part  of  which  said  several 
sums  had  been  applied,  or  could  be  wanted,  as  the  defendants  be- 
lieved, for  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  funeral,  and  tes- 
tamentary expenses,  and  legacies,  or  the  annuities  given  by  his 
^ill ;  and  that  the  testator  was  also  possessed  of  property  to 
^large  amount  in  or  on  Russian  Funds  or  securities,  no  part  of 
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which  would  he  wanted  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ;  and  the  per-         1B46. 
sonal  estate  of  the  testator,  independent  of  the  said  stocks,  funds,   xurnbr  v. 
and  securities,  was  very  considerable,  and  would,  as  the  defendants  Nkwpoiit. 
believed,  be  much  more  than  would  be  required  for  payment  of 
.the  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  debts,  and  legacies,  given 
by  the  testator's  will;  and  the  defendants  believed  that  afVer 
providing  for  the  payment  of  the  pecuniary  legacies  and  annuities 
bequeathed  by  the  will,  and  which  still  remained  unpaid,  the 
interest  or  yearly  produce  of  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate  then  in  the  hands  or  power  of  the  defendants 
i0irould  amount  in  the  whole  to  many  thousand  pounds  ;  And  the 
defendants  believed  that  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the  testator's  will, 
was  entitled  for  the  plaintiff's  life  to  the  interest  or  yearly  produce 
or  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  not  specifically 
bequeathed  after  payment  of  his  debts,  ^meral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  after  paying  or  providing  for  the  payment  of  the 
pecimiaiy  legacies  and  annuities  bequeathed  by  the  will.     But 
whether  such  the  yearly  interest  or  produce  of  such  clear  residue 
oa^ht  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  life,  from  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  or  from  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  his  death, 
^e  defendants  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court ;  never- 
theless the  defendants  said  they  were  desirous  of  paying  the  same 
to  the  plaintiff  in  case  the  defendants  could  so  pay  the  same  with 
*^^ty  to  themselves,  and  consistently  with  their  duty  as  executors 
•*^d  trustees  of  the  will. 

Oq  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued,  that  if  it  were  the 

priiunple  of  the  Court  that  a  will  must  be  construed  according  to 

tKe  intention  of  the  testator,  it  was  strange  to  say,  that  where  the 

pit>dtice  of  personal  estate  was  given  for  life  the  tenant  for  life 

'^'^s  not  to  enjoy  it  during  the  first  year,  when  the  produce  of 

^^^^^  year  might  be  the  whole  benefit,  which  the  tenant  for  life 

^Q^ht  derive  firom  the  bequest.     That  the  rule  that  a  .pecuniary 

legacy  should  not  carry  interest  within  a  year  after  the  death  of 

the  testator,  when  the  testator  had  left  the  question  open,  and 

*^  not  intimated  his  intention,  was  only  for  the  convenience  of 

^  executor.     That  it  was  no  breach  of  the  duty  of  an  executor, 

^notwithstanding  the  rule,  to  pay  the  legacy  within  the  year  if  he 

^^  satisfied  that  the  assets  were  sufficient.    That  the  circum- 

'^'Qces  of  that  case  showed,  that  the  testator  intended  his  son  to 

^joy  the  property  from  the  time  of  his  death. 

Wd  Eldon  said,  that  the  question  was  whether,  as  the  testa- 
tor had  given  the  tenant  for  life  an  immediate  interest  in  the  real 
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1846.         estates,  and  had  directed  that  if  in  the  conrse  of  a  year  an  estate 
-,        '  should  be  bought  the  tenant  for  life  should  be  entitled  to  the 

Nbwpoet.         rents  from  the  time  of  the  purchase,  although  the  year  had  not 

elapsed ;  and  had  also  directed  as  to  the  personal  estate  that  it 
should  be  laid  out  on  mortgage,  or  in  the  stocks,  (and  that  was  a 
direction  which  would  not  compel  the  trustees  if  they  found 
money  on  good  security  to  caU  it  in,)  there  could  be  any  incon- 
yenience  in  saying  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the 
interest  of  the  personal  estate  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 
That  the  case  was  clearly  distinguishable  from  those  in  which  an 
accumulation  had  been  directed,  and  he  thought,  with  respect  to 
the  interest  of  so  much  of  the  personalty  bearing  interest,  as  was 
not  necessary  to  be  applied  for  the  payment  of  debts  or  legacies, 
that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  it  from  the  death  of  the 
testator.  That  he  knew  of  no  case  which  prcTcnted  executors,  if 
they  chose,  from  paying  legacies  or  handing  over  the  residue 
within  the  year,  and  if  it  was  clear  currente  anno  that  the  fund 
for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  was  sufficient,  there  could 
be  no  inconyenience  in  so  doing. 

The  ensuing  is  a  copy  of  the  decree  extracted  from  the  R^;i8- 
trar's  book. — His  Lordship  doth  declare,  that  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  last  will  of  the  testator  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
receive  and  be  paid  for  his  the  said  plaintiff's  Ufe,  so  much  of  the 
interest  or  yearly  produce  of  the  said  testator's  personal  estate  as 
carries  interest,  as  shall  not  be  required  for  payment  of  interest  on 
the  debts  and  legacies  of  the  testator,  which  carry  interest,  as 
accrued  due  since  the  day  of  the  said  testator's  death  ;  and  it  is 
ordered  that  it  be  referred  to  Mr.  Courtenay,  one  of  the  Master's 
of  this  court,  to  tax  all  parties  their  costs  as  between  solicitor  and 
client,  and  it  is  ordered  that  such  costs  when  taxed  be  paid  by 
the  defendants,  the  executors  of  the  said  will,  out  of  the  residue 
of  the  said  testator's  personal  estate,  and  any  of  the  parties 
are  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  as  there  shall  be 
occasion. 

In  Vigor  Y,  Harwood,  12  Sim.  172,  the  testator  directed  that 
his  trustees  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his 
decease,  sell  his  real  estates,  and  as  to  the  produce  of  the  sale, 
together  with  the  intermediate  rents  and  the  surplusage  of  his 
personal  estate,  invest  the  same  upon  government  or  real  securities. 
The  decree  declared  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will,  the  plaintiff  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  for  his  life,  subject 
to  the  payment  of  the  testator's  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
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debts  and  l^actes  to  the  income  of  the  real  and  personal  estates  l^^^* 
from  the  testator's  death  until  the  sale  and  conversion  thereof  turnbr  r. 
directed  bj  the  will.  Newport. 


Iq  Fitzgerald  v.  Jervoise,  5  Madd.  25,  the  testator  directed 
tliat  his  real  estates  should  be  sold  with  all  conyenient  speed  afler 
€kt  death  of  a  person  named  in  his  will,  and  after  payment  out  of 
tht  proceeds  of  certain  legacies,  with  interest  from  the  death  of 
such  person,  that  the  residue  and  surplus  of  the  proceeds  should 
be  laid  out  on  government  or  real  securities.     The  sale  having 
been  dalajed,  the  question  was  at  what  time  the  life  interest  of  the 
tenant  for  life  was  to  commence.     Sir  John  Leach  said  that  the 
testatrix  had  directed  interest  from  the  death  of  the  person 
named  in  the  will  on  the  legacies  to  be  paid,  not  out  of  the  rents, 
but  out  of  the  trust  monies,  and  it  was  a  reasonable  inference  that 
as  those,  who  took  interests  for  life  in  part  of  the  produce  of  the 
sale^  took  expressly  from  the  death  of  the  person  named  in  the 
willy  80  the  testatrix  intended  that  the  person,  who  took  for  life 
i^^esidue  of  the  produce  of  the  sale,  should  take  equally  from  the 
death  of  the  person  named  in  the  will.     His  opinion,  therefore, 
^^asy  that  the  tenant  for  Ufe  was  entitled  to  the  surplus  rents  and 
Profits  from  the  death  of  the  person  named  in  the  will,  after 
keeping  down  the  interest  of  the  legacies  payable  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale,  and  upon  which  interest  was  given  from  the 
death  of  the  person  named  in  the  will. 

The  reporter  has  already  had  occasion  to  notice  (1  C.  P.  Coop. 

108)  that  no  reliance  must  be  placed  on  the  marginal  abstract  of 

^^lus  case.     In  the  judgment  Maddock  has  printed  "  defendant" 

^tead  of  ''plaintiff,"  but  the  mistake  is  too  obvious  to  mislead 

anyone. 

Mr.  Jarman  in  his  Treatise  on  Wills,  vol.  i.  p.  542,  citing  the 
libove  case  of  Fitzgerald  v.  Jervoise,  observes  that  the  ground  for 
^e  construction,  which  gives  the  income  to  the  legatee  for  life  of 
tbe  proceeds  from  the  testator's  death,  is  strengthened  where  he 
lu«  bequeathed  out  of  the  fund  pecuniary  legacies,  which  are  ex- 
piessly  made  to  carry  interest  from  that  period. 


^Eewitt  v.  Morris,  Turn.  &  Russ.  241,  the  testator  directed  Tenant  for  life 
Ms  trustees  to  sell  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  and  invest  the^d^th^The 

testator^  to  the 
income  of  funds,  which,  at  the  time  of  the 
death,  were  invested  on  proper  securities. 

N 
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the  proceeds  in  the  public  funds.  A  petition  was  presented  bj 
the  tenant  for  life,  stating  that  a  certain  sum  was  Interest  and 
dividends  accrued  due  on  the  stocks  or  funds  in  which  the  tes- 
tator's property  was  invested  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  did 
not  arise  from  any  investment  of  the  testator's  estate  made  by  his 
executors  subsequent  to  his  death.  Lord  Eldon  said  the  question 
was  whether  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will  the  tenant 
for  life  was  to  have  the  interest,  which  proceeded  from  the  fund,  so 
far  as  it  was  not  necessary  to  be  disturbed  for  the  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies,  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  whether  that 
interest  for  the  first  year  was  to  be  added  to  the  bulk  of  the  residue. 
His  opinion  upon  the  will  was  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled 
to  that  interest. 

In  La  Terriere  v.  Bulmer,  2  Sim.  18,  the  testator  directed  that 
with  all  convenient  speed  after  his  decease  his  real  and  personal 
estate  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  invested  on  government 
or  real  securities.  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  that  upon  the  autho- 
rity of  Hewitt  V.  Morris,  which  he  had  always  considered  to  be 
rightly  decided,  the  tenant  for  life  was  clearly  entitled  to  interest 
on  all  parts  of  the  estate,  that  were  found  invested  on  the  proper 
securities.  The  decree  declared  the  tenant  for  life  entitled  to  the 
income  accrued  within  the  first  year  next  after  the  testator's 
death  on  all  such  parts  of  the  testator's  estate,  as  at  the  time  of 
his  death  existed  in  a  proper  state  of  investment  according  to  the 
directions  of  his  will. 


Where  the  in- 
vestment takes 
place  during 
the  first  year, 
the  tenant  for 
life  is  entitled 
to  the  income 
from  the  period 
of  investment. 


In  Smith  v.  Wilkinson,  Seton  74,  stated  before,  page  155,  Lord 
Loughborough's  decree  directed  that  the  Master  should  inquire 
what  dividends  would  have  been  produced  from  funds  not  consist- 
ing of  Bank  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities  purchased  since  the  death  oi 
the  testator,  if  the  monies  wherewith  the  same  were  purchased 
had  at  the  time  of  the  respective  purchases  been  laid  out  in  Bank 
£3  per  Cent.  Annuities,  and  not  in  other  funds. 

In  Gibson  v.  Bott,  7  Ves.  89,  stated  before,  page  152,  the  decree 
declared  (see  1  Younge  &  CoUyer,  320,  in  the  note)  that  the  tenant 
for  life  of  the  property,  which  the  testator  by  his  will  directed  to  b< 
converted  into  money  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  afler  hh 
death,  was  entitled  to  the  interest  upon  the  sums  of  £3  per  Cent 
Annuities  therein  mentioned,  admitted  to  be  the  produce  of  and 
property  from  the  time  such  sums  were  respectively  purchased. 

In  La  Terriere  v.  Bulmer,  2  Sim.  48,  stated  above,  a  pan 
of  such  property  of  the  testator  as  was  not  at  the   time  ol 
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his  death  in  a  proper  6tate  of  inyestmeDt  was  sold  within  a  year         1846. 
after  the  testator's  death,  and  the  proceeds  were  invested  in  the  Turnkr  v 
fonds.   One  of  the  questions  was,  whether  the  tenant  for  life  was  Newport. 
iH)t  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  funds  so  invested  within  the  first 
year.    Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  it  would  seem  to  follow  from  the 
piindple  of  Hewitt  ▼.  Morris  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled 
to  sndi  income.    The  decree  declared  that  the  tenant  for  life  was 
entitled  to  the  income  accrued  within  the  first  year  afler  the  tes- 
tator's death  on  all  investments,  according  to  the  direction  of  the 
will,  made  with  monies  arising  from  the  sale  or  conversion  of  all 
parts  of  the  testator*s  estate,  as  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the 
death  in  a  proper  state  of  investment. 


Im  Smith  v.  Wilkinson,  Seton,  74,  stated  before,  page  155,  Lord  Question  as  to 
Looghborough's  decree  directed  the  Master  to  inquire  what  ^t^'for^eto 
dividends  would  have  arisen  if  the  funds,  part  of  the  said  testator's  interest  from 

estate,  not  bcmg  Bank  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities,  had  been  sold,  and  **>*  death  of  the 
al  1    •  .  1  .1  1  A  -n     1     ^^  r^  *        testator,  in  re- 

toe  proceeds  laid  out  m  the  purchase  of  Bank  £3  per  Cent.  An-  spect  of  pro- 

amtica  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  also  what  dividends  the  P«^'  ^^<^^ 
sttne  would  have  produced  if  sold  and  laid  out  at  the  end  of  time  of  the 
twelve  months  after  the  death  of  the  said  testator.  death  invested 

He  reporter  possesses  no  information  respecting  any  further  JJ^^tyT^^*^ 
proceedings  in  this  case. 

In  Gibson  v.  Bott,  7  Ves.  89,  stated  before,  page  152,  Lord 
Bdon  said  the  course  was  an  account,  and  the  tenant  for  life  was 
to  take  the  interest  from  the  end  of  the  year ;  that  in  every  case 
it  ivas  hard  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  lose  the  interest  for 
4«t  year.    That  where  the  words  "  to  be  converted  with  all  con- 
venient speed"  occur  as  to  legacies,  interest  was  never  given  till 
the  end  of  the  year.    That  if  a  legacy  was  given  for  life,  with  re- 
nabder  over,  no  interest  was  due  till  the  end  of  two  years.  That 
the  old  practice  of  the  Court  was  against  special  directions  as  to 
the  value  at  the  time  of  the  death. 

V.  C.  Knight  Bruce  has  remarked  (1  Younge  &  CoUyer's  C. 
C.  319),  that  it  does  not  appear  from  the  report  of  the  case  of 
Gibson  v.  Bott,  what  interest  the  tenant  for  life  was  held  to  take 
in  the  property  between  the  testator's  death  and  the  conversion. 

In  Feams  v.  Young,  9  Ves.  549,  part  of  the  testator's  residue 
consisted  of  his  capital  in  the  business  of  a  wine  merchant  at 
Oporto,  which  he  carried  on  in  partnership.  By  the  partnership 
articles  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  partner  the  business  was  to  be 
earned  on  upon  the  joint  account  of  the  surviving  partners  and  the 
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heirs  of  the  deceased  until  the  30th  June  next  following  the  day 
of  the  death,  provided  such  death  happened  three  months  pre- 
viously to  the  said  30th  June.  If  such  death  did  not  happen 
three  months  previously  to  the  30th  June,  then  the  business  was 
to  be  so  carried  on  until  the  30th  of  June  in  the  subsequent 
year,  at  which  time  the  partnership  was  to  terminate,  and  the 
proportional  share  belonging  to  the  deceased  was  to  be  paid  to 
his  heirs ;  one  half  of  such  share  at  the  end  of  one  year  after 
such  termination  of  the  partnership,  and  the  other  half  at  the  end 
of  two  years  after  such  termination.  The  testator  died  at  the  end 
of  May,  1797;  the  partnership  was  not  therefore  terminated  until 
the  30th  of  June,  1798.  Between  the  death  of  the  testator  and 
the  termination  of  the  partnership  a  large  sum  of  money  accrued 
to  the  testator's  estate  as  profits ;  and  the  Master,  in  taking  the 
accounts  in  the  suit,  had  allowed  the  same  to  the  widow,  who  was 
tenant  for  life,  as  interest. 

Lord  Eldon  said,  that  as  to  the  year  in  which  the  profit  was 
making  there  was  great  difficulty.  But  if  the  rule  was,  that 
between  tenant  for  life  and  remainder-man  the  former  was 
entitled  to  what  was  actually  produced  as  interest  from  the  death, 
it  would  be  very  hard  upon  the  widow,  the  tenant  for  life,  in  that 
case,  that  as  it  was  employed  in  trade,  and  making  a  great  deal 
more  than  4  or  5  per  cent,  she  should  not  have  either  the  profit 
or  the  interest.  That  it  was  fair  that,  if  the  testator  bound  him- 
self to  leave  his  capital  in  a  trade  for  the  purpose  of  increase, 
still  the  value  of  the  capital  at  the  death,  with  the  additional 
capital,  whatever  it  might  be  ultimately  in  consequence  of  being 
so  employed,  should  yield  an  interest.  That  it  was  not  very  well 
settled  whether  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  interest 
from  the  death  or  from  a  year  afterwards.  Baron  Thompson 
once  told  him  that  the  first  payment  of  an  annuity  was  made  at 
the  end  of  a  year,  and  so  he  took  it.  But  at  that  time  the 
opinion  of  several  Masters  was  that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  until 
two  years ;  and  an  annuitant  was  no  more  than  tenant  for  life 
of  part  of  the  capital.  In  that  case  he  thought  the  defendant 
ought  to  have,  from  the  death  to  the  termination  of  the  partner- 
ship, interest  at  a  given  rate,  and  not  the  profit  (a). 


Although  the 
property  pro- 
duce no  in- 
come, yet  the 
tenant  for  life 
is  not  to  he  de- 
prived of  in- 
terest. 


(a)  The  subsequent  part  of 
Lord  Eldon*8  judgment  does  not 
apply  to  the  first  year  after  the 
testator's  death.  His  Lordship 
said,  that  at  the  end  of  the  part- 
nership the  capital  by  the  articles 


was  a  dead  fund  in  moieties  for 
one  and  two  years.  But  the 
widow  was  not  therafore  to  be 
deprived  of  interest  upon  it,  but 
was  entitled  to  interest  upon  the 
capital,  though  dead»  with  refer- 
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There  is  an  anonymous  case  in  2  Newland's  Chancery  Pract.  1846. 

321,  edit.  1819,  the  name  of  which  it  should  seem  from  Mr.  x^enbr©. 
Seton*s  book,  p.  76,  is  Terrier  v.  Sprott ;  the  date  of  it  does  not  Newport. 
appear,  so  that  there  is  no  opportunity  of  ascertaining  from  the 
registrar's  book  what  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  (a). 
According  to  those  minutes  Imperial  Annuities  and  Irish  An- 
nuities, part  of  the  testator's  estate,  were  directed  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  to  be  invested  in  £3  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities ; 
Jtnd  it  was  declared  that  the  said  Imperial  Annuities  and  Irish 
-Annuities  ought  to  be  considered  as  having  been  sold  and  turned 
into  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities  from  the  death  of  the  testator;  and  it 
'^ras  declared  that  the  amoimt  of  the  dividends,  which  would  have 
flMmied  due  on  such  £3  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  if  so  purchased 
JKA  aforesaid,  from  the  death  of  the  testator  up  to  the  time  of  the 
decree,  ought  to   be  taken  as  annual  produce  in  computing 
ipvhat  was  due  to  the  tenant  for  life  on  account  of  her  life 
interest  in  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate ;  and  the  Mas- 
ter   was  directed  to  compute  what  might  from  the  death  of 
ttke  testator  have  been  received  for  dividends  of  so  much  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate,  as  was  standing  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tJBLt€>T  in  any  public  stocks  or  funds  not  being  £3  per  Cent. 
Oonsols,  in  case  such  stocks  or  funds  had  been  turned  into 
per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities;  and  it  was   declared  that  the 
for  life  was  entitled  to  receive  what  should  be  found  due 
oxi  snch  account,  and  it  was  directed  that  the  same  should  be 
paid  to  her. 

In  Jn^lett  V.  Parke,  1  Sim.  275,  the  testatrix  directed  that 
all  lier  real  estates  should  be  sold,  and  that  the  monies  to  arise 


^nce  to  the  circumstance,  that 

one  half  was  not  to  be  collected 

^  the  end  of  one  year,  the  other 

^ot  tin  the  end  of  two  years,  cal- 

cnhuing  what  was  then  the  value 

of  the  sums  respectively ;  for  in* 

s^ce,  the  value  of  1,000/.  pay- 

^^  at  the  end  of  one  year,  and 

^^er  sum  of  1,000/.  payable  at 

the  end  of  two  years. 

In  SUweU  v.  Bernard,  6  Yes. 
^39*  Lord  Eldon  said  that  in  many 
^3*^  the  Court  supposes  the  re- 
ndne  to  carry  interest,  though  in 
many  cases  the  residue  does  not 


carry  interest. 

(a)  It  should  be  mentioned  that 
Mr.  Seton  appears  to  have  become 
acquainted  with  the  case  of  Smith 
V.  fVilkinson  (see  before,  p.  155) 
from  Mr.  Newland's  work.  In 
vol.  2,  p.  335,  of  Newland,  are 
the  minutes  of  a  decree  for  an 
account,  and  for  charging  exe- 
cutors with  interest,  &c.  There 
is  neither  name  nor  date.  These 
minutes  are  (as  Mr.  Seton  men- 
tions) the  minutes  of  Lord  Lough- 
borough*8  decree  in  Smith  v.  lVil~ 
kinson. 
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^  ^^^^-  from  the  sale  should  be  taken  as  part  of  her  personal  estate. 
Turner  v,  The  testatrix  then  gave,  out  of  the  monies  to  arise  from  such  sale 
NswpoRT.         and  out  of  her  other  personal  estate,  various  l^ades.    The 

residue  of  her  personal  estate,  and  the  monies  to  arise  from  the 
sale  of  her  real  estate,  the  testatrix  gave  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
interest  thereof  to  £.  P.  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  up<Hi 
trust  to  divide  the  capital  amongst  her  children.  The  testatrix 
died  on  the  14th  July,  1803.  The  Master  in  taking  the  accounts 
allowed  to  the  executor,  who  was  the  husband  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  a  year  and  a  halTs  rent  of  the  real  estates  from  Lady  Day, 
1803,  to  Michaelmas,  1804,  and  a  year  and  a  half's  dividend  of 
two  sums  of  stock,  due  respectively  on  the  10th  of  October,  1804, 
and  5th  of  January,  1805,  which  rents  and  dividends  the  execatcff 
had  retained  for  the  use  of  his  wife  as  tenant  for  Hfe. 

The  legacies  were  not  paid  within  the  year  after  the  testator^s 
death ;  and  one  of  the  questions  in  the  cause  was,  that  the  executor 
on  the  part  of  his  wife,  the  tenant  for  life,  claimed  to  be  aititled 
to  the  income  produced  by  such  legacies  during  the  first  year  after 
the  testator's  death.  It  appears  that  the  legacies  much  exceeded 
the  personal  estate  in  amount,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the 
year  and  a  half's  rent  and  the  year  and  a  half's  dividends, whidi 
the  executor,  the  husband  of  the  tenant  for  life,  had  retained,  and 
which  had  been  allowed  him  by  the  Master  in  taking  the  accx>unt8, 
in  some  way  represented  the  income  accruing  from  the  l^acies 
within  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death.  Unless  such 
rents  and  dividends  represented  such  income,  it  is  not  easy  to 
discover  why  they  are  introduced  into  the  report  of  the  caae. 

It  was  said  against  this  claim,  made  on  the  part  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  that  although  after  the  decisions  in  Angerstein  v.  MartiM, 
and  Hewitt  v.  Morris,  it  could  not  be  contended  that  the  tenant 
for  Hfe  was  not  entitled  to  the  first  year's  income  of  what  ulti- 
mately proved  to  be  the  residue  of  the  testatrix^s  property,  yet 
that  she  could  not  be  entitled  to  more,  either  upon  principle  or 
the  expressions  of  the  will,  for  that  the  trustees  were  directed  to 
pay  her  the  interest  only  of  the  residue. 

Sir  John  Leach  said  that  there  was  a  question  arising  from  the 
circumstance  that  the  pecimiary  legacies  were  not  paid  untU  the 
end  of  a  year  after  the  testatrix's  death,  and  that  the  funds 
with  which  those  legacies  were  paid  did  in  the  mean  time  produce 
interest  or  dividend,  and  the  tenant  for  hfe  claimed  that  interest 
or  dividend  as  belongmg  solely  to  her.  That  the  testatrix  clearly 
had  not  that  intention.  Her  plain  meaning  was  that  the  tenant 
for  hfe  should  enjoy  the  income  of  that  property,  the  capital  of 
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which  was  to  descend  to  her  children^  and  nothing  more,  and  the  lSi6. 
interest  or  dividend  in  question  was  therefore  to  be  considered  as  Turner  v. 
capital,  of  which  the  tenant  for  life  would  take  the  income  only.     Newport. 

This  report  of  the  judgment  leaves  it  in  uncertainty,  whether 
the  tenant  for  hfe  was  held  entitled,  from  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, to  the  interest  of  the  income,  which  the  legacies  produced 
during  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death. 

The  parties  having  differed  as  to  the  minutes  of  the  decree, 
juid  Sir  John  Leach,  who  when  he  heard  the  case  was  Yice-Chan- 
cellor,  having  before  the  decree  could  be  dravm  up  been  ap- 
pointed Master  of  the  Rolls,  it  was  again  brought  on  to  be  heard 
before  him  at  the  Bolls,  when  his  Honour  came  to  the  same  oon- 
cJusion  as  on  the  former  hearing.     (See  4  Russ.  75.)     The  above 
point,  it  is  well  known,  was  not  the  principal  point  in  the  cause, 
principal  point  in  the  cause  was  the  subject  of  an  appeal  to 
Lord  Chancellor.     (See  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  221.) 
Xn  La  Terriere  v.  Bulmer,  2  Sim.  18,  the  testator  directed  his 
^rxastees  to  sell  his  real  and  personal  estates  with  all  convenient 
afler  his  death,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  upon  government 
x'cal  securities.     Part  of  the  said  testator's  estate  consisted  of 
in  insurance  offices  and  canals,  East  India  Bonds,  &c, 
trustees  had  within  a  year  after  the  testator's  death  sold  his 
estates,  and  invested  the  proceeds  in  the  funds.     The  decree 
directed  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  income 
due  within  the  first  year  next  after  the  testator's  death 
ttll  such  parts  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  as  at  the  end  of 
first  year  remained  unsold,  and  also  the  amount  of  the 
le  accrued  due  on  all  such  parts  of  the  real  and  personal 
as  was  sold  within  such  first  year,  previously  to  the  time 
^t'sale. 

On  the  one  side  it  was  said  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  not 

^Otitled  to  interest  in  respect  of  any  parts  of  the  estate,  that  were 

^■^ot  invested  in  the  proper  funds  at  the  testator's  death.     On  the 

^^ker  side  it  was  said  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the 

^^^iorne  arisen  during  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death,  on 

^^  lus  property. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart  said,  that  the  tenant  for  life  could  claim  no 

^terest  as  to  the  securities,  which  were  not  such  as  the  testator 

^'^i^cted  for  investment.    The  decree  declared  that  the  income 

accrued  due  within  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death,  on  all 

^^h  parts  of  the  testator's  estate  as  did  not  exist  in  a  proper  state 

^  investment  previously  and  up  to  the  respective  times  of  the 
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Turner  v. 
Newport. 


fore  amount  ovlj,  so  far  as  the  share  in  the  Indian  loan  was  con- 
cerned, to  the  diiddends  on  the  £3  per  Cent.  Stock,  which,  at  the 
end  of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death,  might  hare  heen  pur- 
chased with  the  proceeds  of  that  share. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  that  during  the  first  year  after  the  testa- 
tor's death  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  not  to  the  interest  on 
the  Indian  security,  but  to  the  dividends  on  so  much  £3  per 
Cent.  Stock  as  would  have  been  produced  by  the  conversion  of  the 
property  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

This  will  be  the  most  convenient  place  to  notice  a  remark  of 
Mr.  Jarman,  although  not  applying  to  the  question  the  peculiar 
subject  of  this  division.  Mr.  Jarman,  vol  i.  p.  544,  states,  that 
if  the  property  is  not  actually  converted  at  the  end  of  the  year,  it 
must  be  computed  what  would  have  been  the  result  if  the  conver- 
sion had  taken  place  at  such  year's  end,  and  the  proceeds  had 
been  then  invested  in  £3  per  Cents.,  the  dividends  of  which 
stock  will  form  the  income  to  which  the  legatee  for  life  will  be 
entitled.  He  adds,  but  the  stock  might  happen  to  be  lower  at  the 
actual  investment  than  at  the  year's  end,  and  then  it  should  seem 
a  portion  of  the  income  would  be  undisposed  of  during  the  life* 

This  remark  supposes  that  the  tenant  for  life  will  be  always 
entitled  to  the  income  shown  by  the  computation.  But  it  is 
apprehended  that  the  tenant  for  life  would  only  be  entitled  to  this 
hypothetical  income  until  the  actual  investment;  and  then  he 


—  that  in .  the  conversion  by 
will  of  personalty  into  realty,  if 
there  be  no  clause  of  accumula- 
tion— although  the  fund  be  con- 
stituted a  residuary  personal  es- 
tate— ^if  it  be  clear  and  there  is  no 
inconvenience,  there  does  not 
exist  any  reason  why  the  tenant 
for  Ufe  should  not  commence  im- 
mediately to  enjoy  interest ;  and 
that  in  the  conversion  by  will  of 
realty  into  personalty,  unless  such 
accumulation  clause  be  added, 
there  will  be  no  reason  why  the 
tenant  for  life  of  the  interest  of 
the  fund  to  arise  from  such  con- 
version should  npt  enjoy  the 
rents  and  profits  until  sale. 

Mr.  White,  in  hia  edition  of 
Roper  on  Legacies,  vol.  ii.  p.  289, 


states  that  where  a  residue  of  per« 
sonal  estate  was  given  generally  to 
one  for  life  with  remainders  over, 
and  no  mention  is  made  by  the  tea* 
tator  respecting  the  interest,  nor 
any  intention  to  the  contrary  to  be 
collected  from  the  will,  the  rule 
appears  to  be  now  settled  by  the 
recent    cases,    that    the    person 
taking  for  life  is  entitled  to  inter* 
est  from  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, on  such  part  of  the  residuf 
bearing  interest  as  is  not  neoes 
sary  to  be  applied  for  the  paj 
ment  of  debts.      And  it  aera 
immaterial  whether  the  residue 
only  given  generally,  or  direc^ 
to  be  laid  out  with  all  conveni 
speed  in  funds  or  securities,  o 
be  laid  out  in  lands. 
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actnallj  sold  and  the  monej  inyested),  would  haye  yielded  divi-         1846. 
dends  amounting  in  all  to  764/.  lis,  8d.  Turnkr  v. 

The  amount  of  the  diyidends,  from  the  death  of  the  testator  on  Nbwpokt. 
the  30th  of  January,  1802,  down  to  April,  1813,  when  the  testa- 
tor's share  of  the  loan  was  sold  and  the  proceeds  invested,  would 
haye  heen  the  sum  of  84H.  lis,  lOd, 

After  Lord  Lyndhurst  had  given  judgment,  (see  before, 
page  153,)  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  as  counsel  for  the  executor,  sub- 
mitted to  his  Lordship  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the 
actual  interest  produced  by  the  investment  in  the  loan,  till  the 
time  when  it  was  the  duty  of  the  executor  to  have  converted  it, 
namely,  till  the  end  of  the  first  year  from  the  testator's  death : 
and  therefore  that  the  executor  ought  to  be  allowed,  in  his  account, 
the  extra  interest  received  in  respect  of  that  year. 

Sir  William  Home,  the  counsel  for  the  parties  entitled  in 
Temainder,  admitted  that  according  to  the  principle  of  Angerstein 
T.  Martin^  and  Hewitt  v.  Morris^  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled 
to  the  income  of  the  residue,  not  merely  from  the  end  of  the  first 
^ear  after  the  testator's  death,  but  from  the  time  of  his  death  (a). 
nnie  income,  however,  during  the  first  year  was  to  be  measured  in 
^he  same  way  as  during  any  subsequent  year ;  and  could  there- 

(«)  Hewitt  V.  Morris,  Turn.  8c  the  writer  has  always  considered 

Bust.  241,  only  decided  that  the  the  impression  of  the  profession 

tenant  for  life  was  entitled  from  to  be,  that  the  tenant  for  life  was 

be  death  to  the  interest  of  what  entitled  to  interest  upon  all  the 

rae  properly  invested  at  that  pe-  unconverted   property  from  the 

od.    The  petition  in  that  case  time  of  the  death,  the  amount  of 

light  nothing  more.    Angerstein  such  interest  being,  in  general,  to 

Martin^  however,  may  be  con-  be  ascertained  by  what  would  be 

eied  to  have  decided  the  point  the  amount  of  dividends  if  the 

conformity  with  Sir  W.  Home's  property  were  converted  at  the 

liasion.    For  no  one  will  sup-  end  of  the  year,  and  Consols  were 

9  that  Lord  Eldon  meant  to  bought  with  the  proceeds. 

rmine  in  that  case,  that  the  That  such  was  the  impression 

at  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  of  the  profession  is  partly  shown 

ne  of   India  Stock,    South  by  the  admission  of  counsel  in 

9tock,  Bank  Stock,  Russian  Angerstein    v.  Martin,    and    in 

B,  Long  Annmties,  £4  per  Amphlett  v.  Parke,    It  is  further 

.  £3i  per  Cents.,  &c.  shoMrn  by  the  ensuing  passages  in 

imilar  admission  seems  to  two   well    known  works — Leigh 

een  made  in  the  argument  and  Dalzell  on  Conversion,  and 

^hlett  V.  Parke,  1  Sim.  278.  Roper  on  Legacies. 

ore,  page  182.)  Messrs.  Leigh  and  Dalzell  state 

ist  be  stated  that  since  the  (p.  46),  that  the  following  conclu- 

of  Angerstein  v.  Martin,  sion  is  established  by  the  cases. 
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1846.         claims  to  be  disallowed,  to  the  income  which  would  be  produced  by 
TuBNsii  ^®  investment  of  the  property  according  to  the  directions  in  the 

Newport.*         will.     That  this  question  was  one  of  great  difficulty.     What  were 

the  rights  of  a  residuary  legatee  for  hfe,  during  the  first  year  after 
the  testator's  death,  where  the  residue  was  directed  to  be  invested 
in  a  particular  manner,  and  the  income  produced  by  such  invest- 
ment was  to  be  paid  to  the  residuary  legatee?    After  noticing 
that  in  La  Terriere  v.  Bulmer  Sir  Anthony  Hart  had  decided 
that  the  tenant  for  life  would  not  be  entitled  during  the  first  year 
after  the  testator's  death  to  the  income  of  property  not  invested 
upon  the  proper  securities ;  and  that  Lord  Lyndhurst,  in  Dimes  r. 
Scott,  had  decided  that  the  tenant  for  Ufe  was  entitled  during  the 
first  year  after  the  testator's  death  to  the  dividends  on  so  much 
£3  per  Cent.  Stock  as  would  have  been  produced  during  the  year 
by  the  conversion  of  the  property  at  the  end  of  the  year — his 
Honour  said  that,  to  express  his  unfettered  opinion  upon  the  sub- 
ject, he  should  say  that  the  decision  in  La  Terriere  v.  Bulmer  wna 
altogether  right ;  and  that  so  far  as  that  vras  impugned  by  the 
decision  in  Dimes  v.  Scott  the  latter  decision  was  to  be  regretted. 
That  to  postpone  until  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  testator's  death 
the  enjoyment  by  the  tenant  for  life  of  funds  not  in  the  proper 
state  of  investment,  as  in  Xa  Terriere  v.  Bulmer,  was   merely 
assimilating  the  case  of  a  residuary  legatee  for  Ufe  to  that  of  other 
general  legatees.     To  give  to  the  tenant  for  life  an  income  during 
the  first  year,  calculated  upon  the  principle  of  a  supposed  conver- 
sion of  the  property  into  £3  per  Cent.  Stock,  was  to  make  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  case  of  a  residuary  legatee  and  all  other 
general  legatees.     Dimes  v.  Scott,  so  far  as  that  point  was  con- 
cerned, was  a  case  of  first  impression.     His  Honour  then  added, 
that  in  the  difficult  position  he  was  placed  in,  he  felt  bound  to  follow 
the  decision  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Dimes  v.  Scott.     That  that 
decision  most  nearly  accorded  with  his  own  judgment  upon  the 
point.     That  it  gave  what  the  testator  gave,  and  intended  to  give. 
That  that  decision,  if  his  observations  upon  it  might  be  supposed 
well  founded,  was  only  to  be  regretted  in  having  perhaps  intro- 
duced a  distinction,  where  there  was  no  substantial  difference, 
between  the  cases  of  a  residuary  legatee  for  life  and  of  other 
legatees.     According  to  his  Honour's  decision,  the  tenant  for  life 
would  be  entitled  during  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death, 
to  the  dividends  on  so  much  £3  per  Cent.  Stock  as  would  have 
been  produced  if  the  partnership  capital  had  been  converted  into 
money  at  the  end  of  that  year. 
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In  Dimgtaa  v.  Ctmgreve,  1  Keen«  410^  the  testator  directed  that         1846. 
his  trustees  should  convert  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  into  turne*  v 


gorenunent  securities.    The  Master  of  the  Roib  said,  that  the  Nbwpokt. 

question  was,  whether  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  interest 

accrued  on  the  testator's  residuary  estate  during  the  first  year 

after  the  testator's  death,  or  whether  it  ought  to  he  added  to  the 

prindpal  and  inyested  as  part  thereof.     That  upon  this  subject 

the  authorities  were  conflicting,  and  no  certain  rule  appeared  to 

l>e  establbhed.    That  in  a  case  where  there  was  no  direction  to 

acxnunulate,  and  therefore  no  direction  to  add  interest  to  capital, 

'  it  Appeared  to  him  more  likely  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 

testator  that,  until  the  lapse  of  such  convenient  time  as  might  be 

s^lowed  to  the  executor  to  make  the  conversion  directed  by  the 

111,  the  tenant  for  life  should  enjoy  the  interest  actually  accrued ; 

if  it  should  be  held,  as  in  Dimes  v.  Seott,  that  the  conversion 

oia^ht  to  be  made  in  a  year,  he  thought  that  no  inconvenience 

»axld  follow  from  allowing  the  tenant  for  life  the  interest  of  the 

*,  making  interest,  as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 

<le!a.th  until  the  end  of  one  year,  or  so  much  of  that  year  as  should 

before  the  conversion  of  the  residue  according  to  the  direc- 

of  the  will. 


Sfr.  Jarman,  vol.  i,  p.  542,  observes  that  in  the  case  of  a 

^^^sidnaiy  bequest  containing  a  trust  for  sale  and  conversion, 

^^'^tliout  any  express  appropriation  of  the  annual  income  until 

^^^*aTersion,  the  destination  of  such  income  within  the  first  year 

^*^>ni  the  unconverted  property — comprising  all  which  does  not 

^^<H[&sist  of  such  investments  as  the  proceeds  are  directed  to  be 

^^Tkrerted  into — is  doubtful.     That  in  La  Terriere  v.  Bulmer  Sir 

-^^Jithony  EUurt  decided  that  the  first  year's  income  formed  part  of 

^^^  capital ;  that  in  Dimes  v.  Scott  Lord  Lyndhurst  held  the 

^^atee  for  life  to  be  entitled  during  the  year,  in  lieu  of  the  actual 

^oome,  to  dividends  on  so  much  £^  per  Cent.  Stock  as  the  pro- 

^^cds  of  the  property,  if  converted,  would  have  purchased  at  the 

ci^d  of  the  year ;  and  that  in  Douglas  v.  Congreve  Lord  Lang- 

^e  (after  noticing  these  conflicting  opinions)  gave  the  legatee  for 

^^  the  actual  income  arising  from  unconverted  funds  from  the 

^tator^s  death  until  the  end  of  the  year,  or  until  conversion, 

whidi  should  first  happen.     Mr.  Jarman  then  adds,  that  the  rule 

l^viBg  the  l^atee  for  life  the  actual  income  of  unconverted  funds 

^  s  nde,  which  seems  to  be  more  just  than  the  rule  that  the  first 

yctt*8  income  shall  form  part  of  the  capital,  and  more  conve- 
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nient  than  the  rule  that  the  legatee  for  life  shall  have  the 
dividends  on  so  much  the  £3  per  Cents,  as  could  haye  been 
bought  with  the  property  if  converted. 

Now,  as  to  the  justice  of  the  rule,  it  is  undoabtedly  in  many 
cases  more  just  that  the  tenant  for  hfe  should^  as  in  DougUu  v. 
CoTiffreve,  have  the  actual  income,  than,  as  in  Xa  Terriere  v.  Bul- 
mer,  nothing  at  all.  But,  if  that  be  adopted  as  the  rule,  may  not 
great  injustice  occasionally  be  done  to  the  remainder-man  ?  The 
writer  recollects  a  case — which,  however,  never  came  before  the 
Court,  there  being  a  compromise — ^in  which  almost  the  entire 
residue  consisted  of  a  building  lease  (the  testatrix  was  the  cmly 
child  of  a  large  builder),  which  had  only  eighteen  months  to  ran. 
The  rent  was  several  thousand  pounds,  and  was  claimed  by  the 
tenant  for  Ufe.  With  regard  to  the  convenience  of  the  rule,  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  the  rule  in  Dougltu  v.  Congreve  is  more 
convenient  than  that  in  Dimea  v.  Scotty  as  no  computation  is  re- 
quired, and  that  operation,  in  the  situation  of  some  estates,  may 
be  attended  with  trouble.  It  is  not,  however,  the  convenience  of 
the  Court,  or  its  officers,  which  ought  to  furnish  the  principle, 
which  shall  regulate  such  cases,  and  the  author  of  the  very  useful 
Treatise  on  Wills,  is  probably  one  of  the  last  persons,  who  would 
lay  down  such  a  position. 


Cases  in  which 
the  property 
could  not  be 
converted — or 
the  parties 
acquiesced  in 
its  not  being 
converted— or 
from  an  inno- 
cent mistake  it 
had  not  been 
converted. 


In  Oibson  v.  Bott,  7  Ves.  89  (see  before,  p.  152)  the  testator 
was  also  possessed  of  other  leasehold  estates  besides  the  farm, 
and  which  leasehold  estates  could  not  be  sold  by  reason  of  defects 
in  the  title.  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  as  to  the  leaseholds  which 
could  not  be  sold,  they  could  not  be  considered  otherwise  than  as 
property,  which  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  to  suffer  to 
remam  in  specie.  That  it  being  for  the  interest  of  all  parties 
that  they  should  not  be  sold,  a  value  should  be  set  upon  them, 
and  the  persons  entitled  for  life  should  have  interest  at  41,  per 
cent,  upon  that  value  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  decree  referred  it  (see  1  Younge  &  Collyer's,  C.  C.  320) 
to  the  Master  to  set  a  value  upon  the  leasehold  property  of  the 
testator  remaining  unsold,  as  the  same  was  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  said  testator,  and  to  compute  interest  thereon  at 
the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  per  annum  from  that  time. 

In  Walker  v.  Shore,  19  Ves.  387,  the  testator  directed  that 
his  trustees  should,  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  they 
should  think  proper,  make  sale  of  his  copyhold  estate,  and  place 
the  proceeds  upon  such  securities  as  they  should  thmk  proper. 
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The  testator  died  in  1799.   The  cqiyhold  estate  had  been  let  at  a         1846. 
low  rwit,  32/.  a  year,  npon  a  long  lease  of  which  thirty  years  Turner  v 


^ere  unexpired  at  the  death  of  the  testator.     The  estate  had  Newport. 
been  greatly  improved  by  bnilding  upon  it,  and  the  rent  reserved 
lud  become  extremely  inadequate  to  the  actual  value,  and  greatly 
inferior  to  the  interest,  that  would  have  arisen  from  the  money,  if 
the  estate  had  been  sold.     The  trustees  under  the  will  proposed 
to  raise,  by  a  sale,  sufficient  money  to  answer  the  fines  and  fees  of 
admission,  but  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  estate  desired  there 
should  be  no  sale,  and  that  the  necessary  monies  should  be  raised 
hy  mortgage.    This  was  done,  and  a  mortgage  deed  was  executed, 
to  which  all  the  persons  interested  in  the  estate  were  parties; 
and  that  deed  recited,  that  such  persons  conceived  it  to  be  for 
their  interest  to  defer  selling  any  part  of  the  estate  until  the 
Icasea  should  be  much  nearer  expiring,  and  they  requested  the 
^iTistees  not  to  dispose  of  any  part  of  the  estate,  but  to  raise  by 
mortgage  what  should  be  necessary  for  the  fines  and  admission 
fees.     In  consequence,  no  part  of  the  estate  was  sold  until  June, 
1811,  when  the  trustees,  without  having  received  any  application 
or  notice  from  their  cestui  que  trusts,  sold  the  greatest  part  of  the 
^vtate  for  24,000/.  and  upwards,  and  a  part  still  remained  unsold 
oif  the  value  of  15,000/.  or  thereabouts.     If  the  estate  had  been 
•old  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  or  within  one  year  after- 
^^^^ids,  it  wotdd  not  have  produced  more  than  about  9000/. ;  the 
additional  value  of  the  estate  had  arisen  from  the  sale  having  been 
delayed  so  many  years.     The  tenant  for  life  during  all  this  time 
'^^d  only  received  from  the  estate  the  above-mentioned  annual 
''^'Ji  of  32/.,  the  real  rental  of  the  estate  being  upwards  of  5000/. 
'^Aerthe  sale  in  1811  the  tenant  for  life  filed  her  bill,  stating 
^*^  the  additional  price  had  been  procured  at  her  expense,  and 
"•t  the  remainder-men  could  be  entitled  only  to  such  sum  of 
^oiney  after  her  death,  as  would  have  been  produced  by  the  sale 
^  the  estate,  if  it  had  been  sold  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
^^^tor,  or  within  one  year  after  his  death,  and  claiming  com- 
l*^^tion. 

Sir  William  Grant  said  that  the  tenant  for  life  contended  that,  as 
**^^  Was  to  be  tenant  for  life  of  the  fund  to  be  produced  by  the  sale, 
^^^  Was  to  be  put  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  estate  had  been 
*^ld  immediately  after  the  testator's  death ;  and  that  she  said  was 
*^  ^  effected  by  ascertaining  the  value  of  the  estate  at  that  time, 
?*^^g  regard  to  the  price  at  which  it  actually  sold,  and  giving 
_^^  the  interest  on  such  value  and  interest  upon  that  interest  by 
of  compensation  for  her  loss  by  not  receiving  her  income 
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1846.  annually.  That  the  direction  to  the  trasteea  in  that  caae  was  not, 
TuBNKB  V.  **  ^*  usually  was,  to  sell  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  h^  but  at 
NawpoBT.         such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  they  should  think  fit ;  yet  he 

did  not  think  that  could  make  the  right  of  the  tenant  for  life 
entirely  dependent  upon  the  time  at  which  the  sale  should  actually 
take  place.  That  it  was  impossible  to  say  that  the  trustees  might 
arbitrarily  postpone  the  sale  to  an  indefinite  period,  placing  the 
tenant  for  life  and  those  in  remainder  in  a  totally  difierent 
relative  situation  from  that,  in  which  they  would  have  been,  had 
the  sale  been  made  with  reasonable  diligence ;  and  he  doubted 
whether  the  Court  could  usefully  attempt  in  each  case  to  ascertain 
the  precise  period  at  which,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion, 
the  sale  ought  to  have  been  made.  That  even  under  words  of 
such  apparently  large  discretion  it  would  be  necessary  to  decide  upon 
the  respective  rights  of  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder-man 
by  some  fixed  rule ;  and  to  hold  the  conversion  to  have  been  made 
at  some  given  period,  just  as  much  as  if  the  trustees  had  been 
directed  to  sell  with  all  convenient  speed.  That  his  doubt  had 
not  been  so  much  upon  the  general  principle,  as  upon  the  right 
of  the  party  to  its  application  under  the  circumstances  of  that 
case.  That  when  land  was  directed  to  be  converted  into  money, 
it  was  in  the  option  of  the  parties  interested  in  the  money  to  keep 
the  land  unsold  if  they  thought  proper,  and  as  they  could  do  so 
absolutely,  they  might  do  it  for  any  particular  period.  After 
having  minutely  considered  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  his 
Honour  added,  that  the  only  persons  interested  in  the  estate,  con- 
ceiving it  to  be  for  their  interest  to  defer  selling  any  part  of  it^ 
until  the  lease  should  be  much  nearer  expiring,  had  requested  the 
trustees  not  to  dispose  of  any  part,  but  to  raise  by  mortgage 
what  should  be  necessary  for  the  fines  and  fees.  That  if  the 
tenant  for  life  thought  there  was  any  unreasonable  delay  beyond 
what  she  intended,  she  might  have  given  the  trustees  notice  to  pro- 
ceed to  execute  their  trust ;  but  without  such  notice  they  did  proceed 
to  sell  in  1811,  and  no  objection  being  taken,  he  might  presume 
that  in  the  opinion  of  all  parties  the  proper  period  for  selling  had 
arrived.  From  that  period,  therefore,  she  would  be  entitled  to 
the  interest  of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  and  of  the  value 
of  those  portions  of  the  estate  remaining  unsold. 

By  the  decree  in  Walker  v.  Shore  (1  Younge  &  Collyer,  C.  C. 
321,  in  the  note)  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master  should  inquire 
what  parts  of  the  said  estate  remained  unsold,  fuid  ascertain 
what  was  the  value  of  such  last-mentioned  parts  of  the  said  estate, 
on  the  29th  Sept.  1811,  when  the  purchases  of  the  parts  of  the 
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said  estates,  whkh  were  sold,  were  to  have  been  completed ;  and         1846. 
it  was  declared  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  receive  inter- 


TURNKR  V. 

est  on  sndi  sum,  as  the  Master  should  find  to  have  been  the  fair  Newport. 
^ne  of  such  parts  of  the  said  estates  at  the  period  aforesaid,  after 
the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  said  29  Sept.  1811. 
In  Caldecoti  v.  Caldeeotty  1  You.  &  CoU.  C.  C.  312,  the  tes- 
tator directed  that  his  trustees  should  from  time  to  time  invest 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  with  all  accumulating  prodnce, 
in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and  that  the  interest  of  his  personal 
estate,  which  should  from  time  to  time  arise,  until  the  same  should 
be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  should  be  paid  to  the  person, 
^vrho  would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  lands  if  actually  pur- 
chased.   The  testator  died  in  October,  1 839 ;  and  in  March,  1 842, 
^vrlien  the  cause  came  on  upon  further  directions,  it  appeared  that 
oonaiderable  parts  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate 
^verc  unconverted,  consisting  of  canal  shares,  life  and  fire  in- 
surance shares.  Bank  Stock,  and  mortgages  of  various  kinds. 

The  ^ce-Chancellor  ELnight  Bruce  said,  with  regard  to  those 
parts  of  the  personal  estate,  which  neither  were  at  the  tes- 
tatoT^s  death,  nor  had  since  been,  in  such  a  state  of  investment 
AS  ought  to  be  recognised,  and  allowed  to  be  confirmed  by  the 
CoQrty  he  was  of  opinion  that  such  a  rule  ought  to  be  applied  as 
'^'Hs  applied  by  Lord  Eldon  to  the  leaseholds  in  Gibson  v.  Botty 
•>id  by  Sir  William  Grant  to  the  copyholds  in  Walker  v.  Shore, 

In  Sutherland  v.  Cooke,  1  CoU.  498,  there  was  no  direction  to 

^^U  the  personal  estate,  except  to  pay  debts  and  legacies.     Part  of 

^^  estate  consisted  of  leasehold  messuages.  Long  Annuities,  and 

^^vemment  Annuities  for  terms  of  years.    The  first  tenant  for 

*^e  was  dead.     The  decree  declared  that  the  second  tenant  for  Ufe 

^^^  not  entitled  to  the  actual  dividends  and  rents,  which  were  pro- 

^^xced  by  the  Government  Annuities  for  terms  of  years,  and  Long 

[es  and  leasehold  messuages,  constituting  the  residue  of 

testator's  personal  estate ;  but  was  entitled,  from  the  time  of 

death  of  the  first  tenant  fhr  life  down  to  the  time  of  her  own 

to  interest  at  the  rate  of  41.  per  cent,  per  annum  upon 

'list  was  the  value  of  the  before-mentioned  property,  at  the  end 

one  year  next  after  the  testator's  death. 

A  motion  was  then  made  that  the  minutes  of  the  decree  might 

▼tried,  by  inserting  therein  a  declaration  that  the  Government 

"^^^mnnties  for  terms  of  years.  Long  Annuities,  and  leasehold  mes- 

^^•ges,  constituting  the  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate, 

^^^^ht  to  have  been  sold  at  the  end  of  one  year  after  the  testator's 

^^^ath ;  and  a  declaration  in  lieu  of  the  declaration  as  to  the  41, 
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per  cent,  interest^  that  the  second  tenant  for  life  was,  during  the 
time  before  mentioned,  entitled  to  such  interest  as  would  have 
been  payable,  had  the  before-mentioned  property  bem  sold,  and 
the  produce  of  such  sale  inyested  in  Bank  £3  per  Cent.  An- 
nuities. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  said  there  was,  he  thought, 
no  positive  rule  on  the  subject.  A  will  might  be  so  framed  as  to 
make  it  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  consider  the  property  as  laid 
out  in  the  £3  per  Cents.  But  where  there  was  no  specific 
direction  for  conversion,  and  by  an  innocent  mistake  the  property 
had  been  left  upon  the  original  security,  his  opinion  waa  that  it 
had  always  been  considered  competent  to  the  Court,  to  allow  the 
tenant  for  life  interest  at  4/.  per  cent.,  and  he  thought  that 
consistently  with  Howe  v.  Lard  Darimcuth,  and  Dimes  t.  Seaiig 
he  might  do  so  in  that  case  (a). 


1846. 
July  24. 

NOKBS  V, 

Sbppinos. 

Motion  for  de* 
feudant  to  pay 
into  Court  items 
for  which  he 
has  improperly 
taken  credit. 
The  balance  of 
defendant's  re- 
ceipts and  pay- 
ments being  in 
his  favour,  the 
same  ought  to 
be  deducted. 
Items  not  speci- 
fied in  the  no- 
tice of  motion 
cannot  be  taken 
into  the 
account,  al- 
though they 
may  be  equally 
objectionable, 
and  would  turn 
the  balance  the 
other  way. 


NOKES  V.  SEPPINGS. 

It  appearing  by  the  answer,  that  the  defendant,  who  waa 
trustee  under  an  assignment  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  had 
in  the  account  set  forth  in  the  schedule  improperly  taken 
credit  for  three  sums  of  money,  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England  made  an  order  that  the  defendant  should  pay  into 
court  the  full  amount  of  those  three  sums,  although  it 
appeared  by  the  same  schedule  that  there  was  a  balance 
coming  to  him  upon  his  whole  receipts  and  payments. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Smythe^  for  the  defendant, 
moved  by  way  of  appeal  from  his  Honour's  order,  and  sub- 
mitted that  there  ought  to  have  been  a  deduction  of  that 
balance. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Rogers  for  the  plaintiff,  and  in 
support  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order,  stated  that,  besides 
the  three  sums  ordered  to  be  brought  into  court,  there 
were  various  other  items  equally  improper ;   and  if  those 

(a)  There  is  an  omission,  ante,      ner  v.  Newport  was  heard.     It 
page  147,  of  the  day  when  Ttfr-     was  heard  22nd  July. 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM. 
items  were  taken  into  the  aceoimt,  ae  it  was  submitted        1^46. 


they  oaf^t  to  be,  the  balance  would  be  turned  the  other  Noku  v. 
way.  Skfikm. 

The  Lord  Chahckllob  siud  that  in  such  a  case  the  plain- 
tiff^  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  (to  which  in 
applications  for  payment  of  money  into  court  it  was  very 
de^raUe  to  adhere),  was  bound  by  the  terms  of  his  own 
notice  of  motion.  He  had  thought  fit  to  specify  three 
i-tGma  cmly,  as  items  for  which  the  defendant  had  improperly 
f;jalcen  credit.  In  the  present  stage  of  the  cause,  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  have  the  balance  due  to  him,  upon 
own  statement  of  his  receipts  and  payments,  deducted 
the  amount  of  those  items.  It  must  be  assumed  that 
^bexe  was  a  balance  in  his  favour  to  the  extent  claimed  by 
Kaina,  There  might,  as  was  suggested,  be  other  items 
^KjujJly  objectionable,  and  for  which  the  defendant  had  no 
right  to  have  credit  than  for  those  particularized ; 
no  attention  could  be  paid  to  such  items,  unless,  like 
others,  they  had  been  made  the  specific  subject  of  the 
aon;  in  which  case  only  would  the  Court  look  into 
answer  to  see  what  was  the  statement  contained  in  it 
ihem.  The  order  of  the  Vice-chancellor  must 
altered  by  directing  that  the  diflTerence  between  the 
^^^ieiidant'a  receipts  and  payments,  as  stated  in  the  schedule 
^<^  Uie  answer,  should  be  subtracted  from  the  total  amount, 
^^^icfa  the  defendant  had  been  directed  to  pay. 


'Where  is  the  authority  for  ordering  monies,  although  unques-  Birchali  v. 

^c^nably  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  nay  so  admitted  Knowtet, 

**y  hfan,  yet  still  impressed  with  no  trust,  to  be  brought  into  Payment  of 
f^, /  ,,.11".-^  .       ,  -         money  into 

'^''^nt  prior  to  the  hearmg  ?    Must  yon  not  m  the  case  of  an  court. 
^^I^ntable  debt — the  defiendant  not  being  a  trustee  expressly  or 
^YiapKedly — ^wait  for  a  decree  in  your  suit  in  the  same  way  as,  if  it 
^aa  a  kgal  debt,  you  must  wait  for  judgment  in  your  action  ? 
^itWOv.  KnawUs,  V.  C.  April,  1824. 
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Pearce  v. 
Norrit, 

Payment  of 
money  into 
court. 


The  Court  is  not  obliged  in  all  cases  to  take  the  defendant's 
statement  of  the  account.  Its  power  to  secore  money  prior  to 
the  hearing  is  not  so  circumscribed.  It  will  consider  the  grounds 
upon  which  a  right  to  retain  particular  items  is  claimed^  and«  if 
those  grounds  are  insufficient,  such  items  will  be  comprehended 
in  the  order.    Pearce  v.  Narria,  V.  C.  June,  1820. 


L.  C. 

1845. 

July. 

'^ .— ' 

WiNTBBOP  V. 
WiNTHROP. 

Construction  of 
the  bequest  of 
an  annuity  until 
the  annuitant 
shouldbelegally 
declared  inca- 
pable of  manag- 
ing her  own 
affairs. 


WINTHROP  V.  WINTHROP. 

The  testator  by  his  will,  dated  December,  1844,  after  reciting 
that  his  wife,  Frances  Winthrop,  was  then  resident  at  an 
asylum  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  and  had  been  for  some 
years  past  in  a  weak  state  of  mind,  and  it  was  doubtful 
whether  she  would  be  capable  of  managing  her  own  affiurs, 
and  that  he  was  therefore  desirous  of  making  a  provisio 
for  her,  bequeathed  unto  his  trustees  a  sum  of  26,000/.,  £3 
per  Cents.,  upon  trust  that  they  should,  when  his  said  wifi 
should  at  the  cost  of  the  said  fund  be  legally  declared  to  be  i 
a  state  incapable  of  managing  her  own  affiurs,  i^ply  the  anniial^ 
sum  of  500Z.  out  of  the  dividends  in  such  manner  as  the 
should  think  best,  for  the  benefit,  maintenance,  and  suppoi 
of  his  said  wife ;  but  if  his  said  wife  should  be 
capable  of  attending  to,  and  managing  her  own  pecu 
affairs,  then  upon  trust  that  his  said  trustees  should,  whils 
his  said  wife  should  so  continue  capable,  pay  the  whole  o 
the  dividends  of  the  said  sum  of  26,000/.  unto  his  sai 
wife  for  her  own  absolute  benefit ;  and  the  said  testato 
declared,  that  so  much  of  the  dividends  of  the  said  sum  o 
26,000/.  as  should  not  during  the  life  of  his  said  wife,  unde 
the  trusts  declared  as  aforesaid,  be  implied  for  her  benefit^ 
should  fall  into  and  form  part  of  his  residuary  personal 
estate. 

Numerous  married  women  and  infants,  residuary  I 
of  the  testator,  were   the   plaintiffs,  and  the  widow  an 
trustees  were  the  defendants,  in  the  suit. 
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Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Roltf  for  the  plaintiff,  said  thai  ^     ^^^^* 
they  IS  residuary  legatees  were  entitled,  in  case  the  defend-  Winthbop  v. 
ant  Frances  Wmthrop  should  be  declared  to  be  in  a  sUte  w«"t"~>'- 
incapable  of  managing  her  own  affiurs,  to  so  much  of  the 
<IivideDds  of  the  26,0002.  as  exceeded  the  annual  sum  of 
^OOZ.,  and  that  the  only  question  was,  in  what  way  it  should 
ascertained  whether  the  defendant  Frances  Winthrop 
incapable,  or  capable,  of  attending  to  and  managing  her 
pecuniaiy  affiiirs.     That  the  famUy  was  extremely 
^doQs  that  no  commission  of  lunacy  should  issue,  but  that 
^    decree  should  direct  the  Master,  to  whom  the  cause 

;ht  be  referred,  to  make  an  inquiry  upon  the  subject. 

Air.  Wood  and  Mr.  Freeling^  for  the  defendant  Frances 

^^^^inthrop,  said  that  at  the  time  when  she  had  been  placed 

lunatic  asylum  she  was  incompetent  to  manage  her 

iflairs,  but  that  she  was  now  fully  recovered  from  her 

*^^K>undnes8  of  mind. 

Adr.  Sudall  for  the  defendants  the  trustees. 

lan  Ltndhubsi!  said,  that  any  inquiry  to  be  directed  by 
in  this  suit,  either  before  the  Master  or  otherwise, 
^^^ould  be  necessarily  directed  by  him  as  a  Judge  in  equity. 
^^ixt  the  Lord  Chancellor,  sitting  in  equity,  had  no  power 
^^^mself  to  pronounce  any  decision  upon  the  capacity,  or 
'^^oapacity,  of  a  party,  and  of  course  could  not  confer  any 
^^ch  power  on  the  Master — if  that  decision  was  to  be  made 
'Uie  ground  of  depriving  a  party  of  any  part  of  his  income. 
^t  was  a  conunon-law  question,  and  must  be  determined  on 
^t  side  of  the  Court  by  a  commission,  and  an  inquisition 
Vq  the  usual  way  (a).  He  should  declare  the  defendant 
Frances  Winthrop,  entitled  to  all  the  dividends  of  the 
ix  \  %)000Z.  unto  she  should  have  been  found  of  unsoimd  mind 
p^l  upon  the  return  to  a  commission  of  lunacy. 
p^'^l  The  decree  declared  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of 

the  will  of  the  testator,  the  defendant  Frances  Winthrop 
was  not  to  be  considered  as  legally  declared  to  be  in  a  state 
uicapaUe  of  managing  her  own  affairs,  unless  she  should  be 

(a)  See  neit  page. 
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declared  of  unsoimd  mind  upon  the  return  to  m  oommiBBion 
to  be  iasaed  in  Lunaejr  to  inqoire  into  the  state  of  her  mind. 
And  that  until  she  should  be  so  found  of  unsound  mind, 
and  for  such  period  of  time  as  she  should  not  be  found  to 
have  been  of  unsound  mind^  she  was  to  be  deemed  c^uible 
of  attending  to  and  managing  her  own  pecuniary  affiurs, 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  will,  and  entitled 
to  all  the  benefits  given  her  by  the  will  in  the  event  of  her 
being  declared  capable  of  attending  to  and  managing  her 
own  pecuniary  affiurs,  and  having  regard  to  the  directioi 
of  the  will,  and  with  reference  to  the  benefits  thereby  give 
to  the  said  defendant  Frances  Winthrop. 


\ 


Records  and 
Jurisdictioii  in 
Lunacy. 


The  student  who  reads  the  histoiy  of  the  court  with  refereni 
to  its  records,  and  the  peculiarity  in  the  distribution  of  them, 
perceive  from  a  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Lyndhursf^^ 
(see  the  preceding  page)  why  the  Commissions  and  Inquisitions  oi 
Lunacy,  and  Traverses  tiiereon,  are  kept  by  the  Clerics  of  the  F 
Bag  Office.    The  series  commences  with  the  last  year  of  thi 
reign  of  Charles  I.,  and  comes  down  to  the  present  time.     App.^- 
Bep.  Com.  Pub.  Bee.  1837,  page  118. 

The  books  of  Inrolments  of  Grants  and  Bevocations  of  Gran 
of  the  persons  and  estates  of  lunatics  were  kept  by  the  Clerk 
the  Custodies  until  the  recent  abolition  of  the  office.    (App.  Rep^ 
Com.  Pub.  Bee.  1800,  p.  111.)    These  records  belonged  to 
jurisdiction  possessed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  merely  as  thi 
Officer,  who  of  late  years  has  been  empowered  by  virtue  of  ih 
Sign  Manual  to  make  grants  of  the  persons  and  estates  of  lunatics 
They  begin  with  iSh  year  1689.     They  cannot  be  oonside 
Becords  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  either  on  the  common-la^ 
side,  or  the  equity  side. 


There  were  also  deposited  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
Orders  respecting  lunatics  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
Beports,  and  Committees'  Accounts,  and  what  are  called  in  th 
Betum  "Supersedeases"  since  the  year  1689.    The  Secretary  o 
Lunatics,  whose  office  is  an  ancient  one,  has  also  the  custody  o 
various  proceedings;  and  the  inquirmg  student  may  possibh 
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meats  strict^  helong. 
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An  sueh  proceedings  as  are  incidental  to  the  issuing  of  a  Com-  WufTBmop. 
missioa  in  the  natare  of  the  Writ  De  Lnnatico  Inquirendo,  as 
PMitions  for  Commissions^  Affidavits  in  support.  Caveats,  Orders 
that  Conmossions  shall  issue.  Petitions  for  leave  to  he  at  liberty 
to  appear  on  opening  the  Commission,  Affidavits  iu  support 
thereof,  and  Orders  made  thereon.  Petitions  for  leave  to  traverse. 
Affidavits  in  support,  Orders  made  thereon.  Petitions  for  Super* 
sedeas.  Affidavits  in  support.  Orders  for  Supersedeas — are,  it  is 
apprehended,  part  of  the  Records  of  the  Court  of  Chanceiy  as  a 
common-law  court. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  define  the  Court,  or  jurisdiction,  of  which 
the  Petitions,  Affidavits,  Reports  of  Masters  in  Chancery  and  of 
Commissioners  and  Masters  in  Lunacy,  Orders  and  other  pro- 
ceedings as  to  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin.  Committees,  Main- 
tenance, &c.  are  the  records.      The  warrant  under  the  Sign 
Manual  merely  empowers  the  Chancellor  to  make  grants  of  the 
custody  of  the  persons  and  estates  of  lunatics  (a).     It  is  not 
therefore  by  authority  of  that  warrant,  that  the  Chancellor  exer- 
^ases  his  extensive  jurisdiction,  with  reference  to  the  care  and 
^management  of  lunatics  and  their  property.    Lord  Bathurst  said 
jn  Ex  parte  Orinutony  Ambler,  707*  that  after  the  custody  is 
granted  the  Great  Seal  acts  in  matters  relative  to  the  lunatic,  not 
~«mder  the  Sign  Manual,  but  by  virtue  of  its  general  power  as 
^Keeper  of  the  King's  Conscience  (b) :   and  this  seems  to  have 
^Deen  the  opinion  of  Lord  Redesdale.  In  Re  Fitzgerald,  2  Sch.  & 
439,  Lord  Redesdale  said  that  as  the  King  was  bound  in 
»iiMaence  to  execute  the  trust  reposed  in  him  by  the  statute  (c),  and 


(ar)  See  next  page. 

(t)  Thers  is  a  note  of  this  case  of 

parte  Gfrtnu/on,  communicated 

>y  Liord  Loughborough,  4  Bro, 

C.  236,  which  is  more  full 

'^^pon  this  point  tiian  the  report 

Ambler.    It  is  as  follows :  the 

is  a  special  authority  to 

[e  the  grant,  but  extends  no 

r,and  the  grant  being  made, 

Chancellor   then    acts    not 

^^^^ider  the  warrant,  but  as  Keeper 

^^C*  the  King's  Conscience  in  the 

^^ercise  of  this  branch  of  the 


prerogative.  If  the  warrant  was 
granted  to  any  other  officer  of 
state,  it  would  not  enable  that 
officer  to  act  after  the  grant  made, 
but  merely  to  direct  the  grant. 

(c)  Itemhabet  providere  quando 
aliqui8,qui  prius  habuit  memoriam 
et  intellectum  non  fuerit  compos 
mentis  sue,  sieut  quidam  sunt  per 
lucida  intervalla,  quod  terre  et 
tenements  eorundem  salvo  cus- 
todiantur,  sine  vasto  et  destruc- 
tione ;  et  quod  ipse  et  familia  sua 
de  exitibus  earundem  vivant  et 
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csannot  do  it  otherwise  than  by  bailifP,  the  Chancellor,  or  person 
holding  the  Great  Seal,  is  the  proper  authority  to  direct  and  control 
the  authority  of  the  person  so  appomted  bailiff.  It  is  the  dnty, 
therefore,  of  the  person  holding  the  Great  Seal  to  see  that  the 
committee  does  not  use  his  office  to  the  prejudice  of  the  lunatic 
in  his  lifetime,  or  of  those  entitled  to  his  property  after  his  death ; 
that  being  manifestly  the  duty  of  the  Crown  imposed  by  the  law, 
investing  it  with  the  care  of  persons  in  this  situation.  This  is 
more  intelligible  than  the  other  ground  assigned  by  Lord  Redesdale 
in  a  prior  part  of  his  judgment  (p.  438),  that  the  superintendence 
of  the  conduct  of  the  committee  in  the  management  both  of  the 
property  and  the  person  originates  in  the  authority  of  the  Court 
itself,  as  the  Court  from  which  the  Commission  inquiring  of  the 
lunacy  issues,  and  into  which  the  inquisition  is  returned,  and 
which  makes  the  grant  founded  on  the  inquisition. 

The  documents  in  question  would  therefore  appear  to  be  records 
belonging  to  that  jurisdiction,  which  is  possessed  by  the  Chan- 
cellor, as  the  officer  to  whom  the  constitution  has  delegated  the 
exerdse  of  that  part  of  the  royal  prerogative,  which  concerns  the 
care  and  management  of  the  estates  and  persons  of  lunatics. 

As  to  the  proceedings  in  relation  to  the  security  ^ven  by 
committees  of  the  estates  of  the  lunatics,  it  is  apprehended  that 
these  belong  to  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
under  the  warrant,  which  confers  the  power  to  make  grants  of  the 
estates  of  lunatics. 


Sign  Manual 
empowering 
the  Chancellor 
to  make  grants 
of  the  persons 
and  estates  of 
lunatics. 


The  warrant  under  the  Sign  Manual  recites  that  it  belongs  to 
the  King,  in  right  of  his  royal  prerogative,  to  have  the  custody  of 
idiots  and  their  estates,  and  to  take  the  profits  thereof  to  his  own 
use,  and  that  such  idiots,  and  lunatics,  and  their  estates,  had  after 
the  erecting  of  the  Court  of  Wards  and  Liveries  been  in  the 


sustineantur  competenter ;  et  resi- 
duum ultra  sustentationem  eonm- 
dem  rationabilem  custodiatur  ad 
opus  ipsorum,  liberandum  eis 
quando  memoriamrecuperaverint. 
Ita  quod  predicte  terre  et  tene- 
menta  infra  predictum  tempus 
nonalienentur.  Nee  Rex  de  exiti- 
bu8  aliquid  percipiat  ad  opus 
suum :  et  si  obierit  in  tali  statu, 
tunc  illud  residuum  distribuatur 


pro  anima  ejusdem  per  connUnm 
ordinariorum.  Statute  of  Ed.  XL 
De  Prerogativa  Regis,  c  12. 

This  is  inserted  in  all  the  nsnal 
printed  copies  as  a  Statute  of  the 
17  £d.  II.    In  the  edition  pub- 
lished under  tiie  authority  of 
Commissioners  of  PubUc  Records^. 
it  is  classed  amongst  the  statutes 
of  this  reign  the  date  of  which  r^ 
uncertain. 
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gOYeinment  of  that  court,  and  that  upon  the  disuse  of  that  court  ^1845. 
the  same  were  in  the  immediate  care,  commitment,  and  disposal  ^h^thkop  v. 
of  the  Crown,  and  that  this  had  occasioned  multiplidtj  of  suitors  Wimtb&op. 
and  addresses  to  the  Eong.  It  is  declared,  therefore,  for  the 
ease  of  the  Crown,  and  for  the  ease  of  the  suitors  firom  the  charge 
of  attendance,  and  considering  that  writs  of  inquiry  of  idiots  and 
lunatics  issue  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  the  inqui- 
sitions thereupon  taken  and  found  are  returnable  in  that  Court, 
the  King  had  thought  fit  to  intrust  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  Lord 
Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal  with  the  care  and  commitment  of  the  cus- 
tody of  the  said  idiots  and  lunatics  and  their  estates.  And  by  those 
presents  the  Eling  gave  and  granted  unto  the  said  Lord  Chancellor, 
or  Lord  Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal  full  power  and  authority, 
without  expecting  any  further  spedal  warrant  from  the  Crown, 
from  tune  to  time  to  give  orders  and  warrants  for  the  preparing  of 
grants  of  the  custody  of  such  idiots  and  lunatics  and  their  estates, 
as  were  or  should  be  found  by  inquisition  taken  or  to  be  taken  and 
returnable  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  to  make  and  pass 
grants  and  commitments  under  the  Great  Seal  of  the  custody  of  all 
and  every  such  idiots  and  lunatics  and  their  estates,  to  such  person 
or  persons,  suitors  in  that  behalf,  as  according  to  the  rules  of  law 
and  the  use  and  practice  in  those  and  the  like  causes,  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  or  Lord  Keeper,  should  judge  meet  for  that  trust ;  the 
said  grants  and  commitments  to  be  made  in  such  manner  and 
form  as  had  been  theretofore  used  and  accustomed,  and  to  contain 
BQch  apt  and  convenient  covenants,  provisions,  and  agreements  on 
the  parts  of  the  committees  and  grantees  to  be  performed,  and 
such  security  to  be  by  them  given  as  should  be  requisite  and 
needful. 


The  bill  m  the  above  cause  merely  prayed  the  execution         i^^^- 

,.„,,,  July  24. 

of  the  trusts  of  the  testator  s  will,  as  regards  the  above  sum  v       \        p 
of  26,000/.  £3  per  Cents.  2^rv'Xt^ 

By  Lord  Lyndhurst's  decree  of  July,  1845,  after  the  directiona  and 

^edaration   above  set  forth,   and  after  reciting  that  it  ther  directioiiB 

^was  admitted  by  the  answer  of  the  defendant   Frances  un^essary,"** 

Winthrop,  that  she  had  for  some  time  resided,  and  then  *^*  <^  ^*^ 

,  ,  .  .  disposed  of 

^as  residing  in  a  private  lunatic  asylum;  it  was  ordered  upon  a  petition. 


202  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


V 
[| 
WlMTBROP. 


1846.  that  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  should  be  at  liberty  to 
WiNTHBOP  9,     present  a  petition  in  lunacy  for  the  issuing  of  a  commission 

to  inquire  into  the  state  of  mind  of  the  siud  defendant 
Frances  Winthrop :  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  defendants, 
the  trustees,  should  transfer  into  Court  the  sud  sum  of 
26,000/.,  subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  Court,  and  the 
consideration  of  all  further  directions  and  of  the  costs  of 
the  suit  was  reserved,  and  any  of  the  parties  were  to  be  at 
liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  as  there  should  be  occasion. — 
The  above  was  the  whole  of  the  decree. 

The  defendants,  the  trustees,  did  not  think  fit  to  present 
a  petition  for  a  commission  in  lunacy  to  inquire  into  the 
state  of  mind  of  the  defendant  Frances  Winthrop ;  and  she 
thereupon  presented  a  petition  in  the  cause  under  which  an 
order  was  made  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  dated  16  January,  1846, 
by  which  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  it 
was  fit  and  proper  that  a  commission  in  lunacy  should  issue 
to  inquire  into  the  state  of  mind  of  the  defendant  Frances 
Winthrop :  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  dividends  on  the 
26,000/.  £3  per  Cents,  dbould  be  paid  by  the  Accountant- 
General  to  the  defendant  Frances  Winthrop,  until  the 
further  order  of  the  Court,  and  after  the  said  Master 
should  have  made  his  report,  such  further  order  was  to  be 
made  as  should  be  just. 

This  order  of  reference  was  prosecuted  by  the  plaintiflEs, 
with  the  consent  of  the  defendant  Frances  Winthrop :  and 
the  Master  made  his  report  thereon  on  the  4th  of  July, 
1846,  by  which  he  stated,  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  it 
was  not  fit  and  proper  that  a  commission  in  lunacy  should 
be  issued  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  mind  of  the  defendant 
Frances  Winthrop :  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  presented 
their  petition,  praying  a  confirmation  of  the  Master's  report 
of  the  4th  July,  1846,  and  the  taxation  and  payment  out 
of  the  fund  in  Court,  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  to  the 
solicitors  of  the  different  parties. 

Upon  this  petition  coming  on  to  be  heard,  a  doubt  was 
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■oggeBted  m  to  the  regularity  of  making  the  order  upon        1846. 
petition,  the  decree  having  reserved  farther  directions;  Wnmimopv. 
and  it  was  proposed  that  the  cause  should  be  set  down  upon  ^u"^"^'* 
further  directions,  so  that  the  order  might  be  made  both 
vpoa  the  further  directions  and  upon  the  petition. 

The  Lord  Chancbllob  said  he  thought  that  that  was 
onneeessar|r.  That  where  fiurtlier  directions  were  reserved 
by  the  decree^  and  in  consequence  of  some  event,  not  fore- 
seen at  the  time  when  the  cause  was  heard,  it  turned  out 
that  in  substance  nothing  remained  to  be  done,  except  that 
the  Court  should  dispose  of  the  question  of  costs ;  there  was 
no  reason  why  the  order  should  not  be  made  upon  petition. 
That  when  the  subsequent  order  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  was 
nmde,  it  must  have  been  obvious  that  that  order  would 
probably  render  further  directions  unnecessary.  That  the 
petition  was  requiate  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  Master ; 
and  there  was  no  objection,  that  there  should  be  added  to 
the  order  to  be  made  upon  such  petition,  a  direction  that 
the  costs  of  the  suit  should  be  taxed  and  paid. 

Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Wood,  Mr.  Bolt,  Mr.  RudaU,  and  Mr. 
Freeling  appeared  for  the  different  parties. 


Mr.  Dsniell,  in  hk  Chancery  Practice,  YoL  2,  p.  964,  states  The  cue  of 
that  where  the  consideration  of  further  directions  has  been  DuNmy.Oi' 

aM^M#      1      «r  tf^l 

reserved  by  a  decree  till  after  the  Master  has  made  his  report,  the  j^n^  X53. 
Court  will  not  allow  a  cause  to  be  set  down  for  further  directions 
before  a  report  has  been  made,  even  though  it  is  found  that  the 
reference  to  the  Master  has  become  useless.  Thus  where  a 
decree  directed  an  issue,  and  also  directed  an  inquiry  before  a 
Master,  and  reserved  the  consideration  of  further  directions  until 
after  the  trial  and  after  the  report,  the  Court  would  not  permit  a 
cause  to  be  set  down  upon  the  further  directions  without  a  report 
from  the  Master ;  and  he  cites  Dixon  v.  Olmim,  I  Vesey,  Junior, 
153.  Mr.  Daniell  remarks  that  the  proper  course  in  sudi  a  case 
would  have  been  to  have  obtained  a  variation  in  the  decree  by 
rehearing.    In  a  note  he  suggests,  that  perhaps  the  necessity  of 
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1846:         ji  rehearing  miglit  liave  been  obriated,  by  gmng  before  the  Master 
WiMTHROp  V.     ^"^^  ^®  decree,  and  then  waiving  the  inquiry. 
WiMTH&op.  Every  Chancery  lawyer  who  reads  Vesey  Junior's  statement  of 

this  case  of  Dixon  v.  Olmiua  must  perceive  that  that  gentlemaii 
had  a  very  confused  notion  of  the  point  that  he  was  reporting. 
Any  remark  upon  the  inaccuracy  of  his  language  (for  instance 
in  making  Lord  Thurlow  talk  of  varying  the  minutes  of  a  decree;, 
which  must  have  been  long  before  passed  and  entered,  an  issue 
having  been  tried  under  it,  and  a  verdict  found  establishing  the 
will)  would  be  superfluous. 

It  seems  certain,  however,  from  the  account  that  we  have  of 
this  case  in  the  late  Master  Cox's  Reports,  that  no  such  point  as 
Mr.  Daniell  supposes  was  ever  determined  by  Lord  Thurlow. 
The  reader  will  find  Dixon  v.  Olmius  reported  by  Mr.  Cox  upon 
two  occasions,  in  his  first  volume,  pages  412  and  414.  It 
appears  that  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  creditors  and  legatees  of  a 
testator,  praying  that  his  will  might  be  established,  and  the 
trusts  carried  into  execution,  and  that  his  personal  estate  might 
be  applied  in  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  if  that  was 
hot  sufficient,  then  that  a  competent  part  of  his  real  estates  might 
be  sold  for  that  purpose.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  the 
reference  to  the  Master  under  a  decree  in  such  a  suit  as  that  could 
have  become  useless ;  and  it  will  excite  no  surprise  that  it  appears 
from  a  third  report  of  the  case,  2  Cox,  414,  that  the  cause 
actually  came  on  on  further  directions  before  Lord  Loughborough. 
Farther  remark  is  unnecessary. 


In  wliat  ctM  Toung  practitioners  have  sometimes  asked  the  author  in  what 

the  decree         ^j^ses  the  decree  oueht  to  reserve  "the  Equity"  as  distiniruished 

ougpt  to  reserve  .  .  "^  ° 

**  the  Equity/'    ^om  the  further  directions.     His  notion  has  always  been  that  it 

and  not  further   is  proper  to  reserve  "the  Equity"  in  those  cases  only  in  which 

the  Court  at  the  hearing  determines  nothing,  and  the  entire  suit 

depends  upon  a  case  being  stated  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of 

law,  or  upon  an  issue,  or  upon  an  action.    The  language  of  the 

decree  in  such  a  case  is, — ^the  judge  having  certified  upon  the  case, 

or  the  issue  or  action  having  been  tried, — that  the  parties  should 

resort  back  to  the  court  upon  "  the  Equity,"  which  together  with 

the  costs  of  the  suit  is  thereby  reserved :  liberty  to  apply.     But 

where  the  Court  at  the  hearing  decides  any  point — where  it 

directs  any  account  or  inquiry — then  although  a  case  or  an  issue, 

or  an  action  be  ordered,  yet  it  is  proper  to  reserve  further  direc- 
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tkrnt.  ^le  writer  finda  that  his  notion  is  considered  by  Mr.  184S. 
ColTiDe  to  be  correct.  In  recent  times,  however,  the  distinction  winth&op  v. 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  always  attended  to.  In  Mr.  Seton's  WumiRop. 
book  the  author  has  not  perceived  any  form  in  which,  where  a 
case  has  been  ordered  to  be  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges, 
or  the  parties  have  been  ordered  to  try  an  issue  or  an  action,  or  the 
bill  has  been  retained  for  twelve  months  with  liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  to  bring  an  action  **  the  Equity"  has  been  reserved.  In 
Hinde's  Chancery  Practice,  1786,  there  are  at  pages  561,  563, 
and  565,  three  forms  of  petitions  to  set  the  cause  down  on  "  the 
Equity"  reserved ;  the  first  two  after  an  issue,  and  the  last  after  a 
case ;  and  it  appears  by  two  of  those  forms  that  the  decree  had 
reserved  fturther  directions.  The  orders  of  December,  1833,  give 
no  form  of  a  decree  where  "  the  Equity"  has  been  reserved,  from 
which  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  distinction  is  of  no  practical 
importance  whatever. 


CHUCK  V.  CREMER. 

1846. 
July  24. 

defendant  moved  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  ^ 

an  injunction  granted  exparte  might  be  dissolved.  n"g^J[|['' 
[is  application  being  unsuccessful,  he  gave  notice  of  motion  in  general  a 
>y  way  of  appeal.     Previously  to  the  notice  of  the  appeal  JJ^tamnot 
^^lotion  being  given,  an  attachment  was  issued  against  the  take  a  proceed- 
efendant,  who  was  abroad,  for  not  having  put  in  his  for  his  own 

^.«^.  benefit. 

answer. 

Upon  the  motion  being  opened,  it  was  objected  that  the 
^3.efendant  was  in  contempt  and  could  not  be  heard. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the 
appeal  motion  could  not  proceed.    That  a  party  was  entitled 
be  heard,  if  his  object  was  to  get  rid  of  the  order,  or 
other  proceeding,  which  placed  him  in  contempt,  and  he 
^^vas  also  entitled  to  be  heard  for  the  purpose  of  resisting  or 
letting  aside  for  irregularity,  any  proceedings  subsequent 
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is^ft'        to  his  contempt ;  but  he  was  not  generally  entitled  to  take 
Chuck  v.  ft  proceeding  in  the  cause  for  his  own  benefit.    That  there 

were  exceptions  to  the  last  rule,  but  they  were  few  in 
number. 

Mr.  Bethelly  Mr,  Rolt^  and   Mr.   Harwood^   for  the 
plaintiff. 

Mr.  James  Parker   and    Mr.   Da»ieU^    for    the    de- 
fendant. 


Oreen  v.  Oteen,       In  Green  v.  Greeriy  MS.  Cases,  V.  C.  August,  1 828, 8.  C.  2  Sim. 

heud^to'^^  ^  ^^"^  *^^  "^^^^  ^°'  many  years  familiarly  known  to  the  professioa 

iiTC^uUffities  in  as  the  case  of  the  Wakefield  Butchers,  there  was  an  order  for  a  re- 

*^*  P"*^*?  .  ceiver  of  certain  premises  at  Wakefield  used  as  a  butcher's-shop, 

is  committed,  ^^^  the  defendants  being  in  the  occupation  of  the  premises,  the 

although  he  has  order  directed  that  they  should  give  up  possession  to  the  re- 
not  obeyed  the        .  nn.  •       i_     •       i.  •  ^  j        a»  •        ^ 

order  in  respect  reiver.    The  receiver  having  been  appomted,  notice  was  given  to 

of  which  the       the  defendants  to  deliver  up  the  possession  to  him,  and  this 
^I^JII^^*'        notice  not  being  attended  to,  applications  were  made  to  the 

Court,  and  process  was  thereupon  issued,  the  result  of  which 
uras,  that  the  defendants  were  committed  to  the  Fleet ;  but  their 
families,  and  persons  in  their  employ,  still  remained  in  possession 
of  the  butcher's  shop.  The  process  not  having  been  regular,  a 
motion  was  made  on  the  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  they 
might  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  when  it  was  objected  that  the 
defendants  ought,  in  compliance  with  the  order,  to  give  up  pos- 
session to  the  receiver  before  they  could  be  heard  upon  the  notice 
of  motion.  But  the  Vice-Chancellor  said  he  was  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  be  heard,  to  show  the  irre- 
gularity of  the  process,  under  which  they  had  been  committed, 
although  they  had  not  obeyed  the  order  by  giving  up  possession 
to  the  receiver.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants  were  accordingly 
heard  upon  the  motion,  when  the  process  was  set  aside,  and  Uie 
defendants  were  discharged  out  of  custody,  and  the  plainttfEi 
were  ordered  to  pay  all  the  costs. 
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The  plaintiff  gaTe  a  notice  of  motion,  and  filed  affidavits  in         1846. 
support :  but  neglecting  to  instinct  counsel,  in  due  time,  the  de-  ^^ 
fendant  applied  under  the  General  Order  of  the  5th  of  August,  CmKioB.' 
1818  (a),  and  obtamed  the  costs  of  an  abandoned  motion,  to  be  BlUee  y. 
taxed  by  the  Master.    At  this  time  the  defendant  was  in  con-  ^^^^' 
tempt  for  want  of  an  answer,  and  a  motion  was  made  upon  that  tempt  ctmiot 
giroiind  to  discharge  the  order,  which  gave  to  him  the  costs  of  ^ply  for  the 
tJie  abandoned  motion.     The  Ck)urt  sai^  that  the  application  for  ^|[^draed 
tlie    costs  of  the  abandoned  motion  was  virtually  the  same  thing  motioii. 
as  a  motion ;  and  as  the  rule  was  that  a  party  in  contempt  could 
no^    in  general  take  any  aggressive  proceeding,  the  order  made 
upon  that  application  must  be  discharged.     Elliee  v.  Wdlvuiley^ 
V.  C,  Jan.  1835. 


1*lie  defendant  was  for  some  reason  in  contempt,  and  the  plain-  Barker  ▼. 
*Mr    liaving  obtained  an  order  that  he  should  pay  money  into  ^^^' 
^^uv^  the  defendant  moved  that  such  order  might  be  discharged  where  ineffular 
^^     irr^ularity,  when  the  plaintiff  objected  that  the  defendant  order  obtained 
^>«i»i«  m  ccmtempt  could  not  be  heard.    Lord  Cottenham  said  the  Jbtain^^wbM! 
i^e  never  had  been,  that  where  an  irregular  order  was  obtained  quent,  to  the 
^S^iiist  a  defendant  in  contempt,  the  defendant  must  clear  his  ^'***°*P*- 
^^i^tempt  before  he  could  come  to  get  rid  of  that  irregular 
o^der.    That  there  was  a  wide  distinction  between  a  case  where 
»^e  order  alleged  to  be  irregular  was  obtained  prior  to  the  oon- 
^^^^pt,  and  where  it  was  obtained  subsequent  to  the  contempt. 
^^^^&t  where  it  was  obtained  prior  to  the  contempt,  and  was  not 
^e   order  which  placed  the  party  in  contempt,  the  rule  was  that 
the  contempt  must  be  cleared  before  the  party  could  make  any 
application  to  the  Court,     But  he  never  would  extend  the  rule  to 
^  <2Hae  where  the  order,  sought  to  be  set  aside  on  the  groimd  of 
^'^^^iilarity,  was  made  subsequentiy  to  the  contempt.    That  such 
^  extension  of  the  rule  would  place  the  party  in  contempt  too 
^^ch  at  the  mercy  of  his  adversary.     Barker  v.  Dawson,  L.  C. 
'«^.  1836. 


^ou  cannot,  being  in  contempt,  be  heard  here  upon  other  mat-  Parry  v. 
^*^'    TTiat  is  the  general  rule,  to  which  there  are  some  excep-  -P^ry^w*- 


Case  where  the 


^ona.    One  exception  is,  where  the  party  in  contempt  is  merely  JJJj^  ^^  ^^_ 

Protecting  himself.     He  may  be  heard  to  that  extent,  and  no  tempt  is  merely 

^^ttther.    But  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  your  taking  what  steps  |^^'"^  *""*' 

(e)  See  Beav.  Ord.  3. 
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1846. 

^ /— 

Chuck  v. 

C&BMBK. 


NetdhamY, 
Netdkam. 

Motion,  under 
the  drcnm- 
stanoes,  dis- 
missed  with 
costs ;  the  de- 
fendant being 
in  contempt  for 
non-payment  of 
costs  of  a  like 
motion. 


ybtt  please,  if  your  object  be  confined  to  getting  rid  of  whatever 
has  placed  you  in  contempt.    Parry  v.  Ferryman,  M.  R.  July, 

1838. 


Thb  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  by  way  of 
appeal  to  discharge  orders  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  and 
yice-Chancellor  Wigram.  Upon  the  motion  coming  on  to  be 
heard,  it  was  objected  that  a  similar  motion  had  been  refused  with 
costs,  and  that  the  defendant  was  in  contempt  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  those  costs,  when  it  was  asked  that  the  motion  might 
stand  over,  in  order  to  give  an  opportunity  of  paying  the  costs  and 
clearing  the  contempt. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  that  was  an  indulgence,  which  in 
general  he  should  not  refuse.  But  that  in  this  case  there  had 
been  already  several  similar  motions,  and  the  defendant  had 
himself  made  the  last  motion  in  person,  when  the  rule  of  the 
Court  was  explained  to  him,  which  forbids  the  renewal  of  a  motion 
of  this  kind  by  a  party,  who  has  not  obeyed  the  order  of  the  Court, 
by  indenmifying  his  opponent  for  the  costs  of  the  last  motion. 
The  defendant  having,  notwithstanding  this,  brought  on  a  new 
motion,  leaving  the  costs  of  the  last  motion  unsatisfied,  it  was  not 
a  case  for  any  indulgence,  and  he  should  refuse  the  motion,  and 
of  course  refuse  it^  with  costs.  Needham  v.  Needham,  L.  C. 
January,  1845(a). 


Lord  Bacon's 
Ordinance. 


PRINCIPAL    CASES    UPON    THE   QUESTION   WHEN    PARTIES    IN    CON- 
TEMPT  CAN,    AND   WHEN    THEY    CANNOT,    BE   HEARD  (4). 

By  the  78th  of  Lord  Bacon's  Ordinances  of  January,  1618, 
they  that  are  in  contempt  are  not  to  be  heard  (c)  neither  in  that 


(a)  It  is  necessary  to  state  (see 
post,  page  217)  that  the  reporter 
was  one  of  the  counsel  in  the  case. 

(b)  Some  classes  of  cases  now 
of  no  use  in  practice  are  omitted, 
this  part  exceeding  the  number 
of  sheets,  of  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  consist.  Probably  an 
account  of  them  will  be  given  on 
some  other  convenient  occasion. 
They  are  interesting  for  the  his- 


tory of  this  branch  of  our  proce- 
dure. The  increased  liberality  of 
the  Court  is  remarkable.  There 
are  some  cases  in  the  Irish  Re- 
ports, which  cannot  well  be  un- 
derstood without  an  explanation 
of  a  peculiarity  in  the  Irishpractice. 
Those  cases  are  also  passed  over. 
(c)  All  the  printed  copies  have 
"  here"  instead  of  "  heard  :»*  but 
the  writer  found  the  latter  read- 
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suit,  nor  any  other^  excq>t  the  Court  of  special  grace  suspend  the         1846. 

In  WiUan  y.  Boies,  3  Mjl.  &  Cr.  201,  Lord  Cottenham  said  Crkmbk. 
it  ma  quite  obvious  that  the  terms  of  the  78th  Ordinance  of 
Xx>rd  Bacon,  if  strictly  acted  upon,  would  produce  a  very  different 
state  of  practice  from  that,  which  is  recognised  in  modem  times. 
rChaX  if  he  were  called  upon  to  settle  a  rule  for  future  guidance, 
certainly  never  should  lay  down  any  such  rule. 
In  the  same  case,  page  204,  Lord  Cottenham  said,  that  he  had 
disposition  whatever  to  extend  the  practice  of  the  Court,  in  the 
ustmction  of  Lord  Bacon's  Ordinance,  beyond  what  he  found 
be  established. 

In  BicketU  v.  Momington,  7  Sim.  200,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
d,  that  Lord  Bacon's  order,  as  administered  in  practice,  was 
:xnfined  to  cases  where  parties,  who  are  in  contempt,  come 
voluntarily  and  ask  for  indulgences. 


Fawles  v.  Toung,  9  Ves.  173,  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  as  to  General  doc- 
tempt  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  parties  must  clear  their  trine, 
tempt  before  they  can  be  heard, 
in  an  anonymous  case,  15  Yes.  175,  his  Lordship  said, 
it  was  perfectly  true  as  a  general  rule  that  a  party,  who  has 
cleared  his  contempt,  cannot  be  heard, 
e  passage,  in  page  33  of  Gilbert's  Forum  Romanum,  which 
^     S^Q^^y  referred^  to  as  showing  the  rule  of  the  Court,  that  a 
P^^^j  cannot  be  heard  in  the  cause  till  he  has  cleared  his  contempt, 
^  'KKierely  a  statement  of  the  practice  according  to  the  canon  law. 


In  Hill  V.  Bissel,  Mosely,  258,  Lord  Ring  said,  that  you  may  Parties  may  be 
tno-ve  to  discharge  an  order  though  you  are  in  contempt  for  not  ^^^^  ^o  get  rid 
obeying  it,  and  that  it  was  so  resolved  by  the  Lords  Commissioners  ^^d  irregular 
^  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Suffolk  and  Mr.  Howard,  where  Lord  proceedings 
Macdesfield  had  made  an  order  upon  the  defendant  to  produce  ?^^^^      ^ 
^c  writings  for  the  plaintiff's  inspection,  according  to  the  sub- 
mission in  the  answer  (a). 

•  » 

mg  m  ui  old  manuscript  in  the  are  not  entered  in  the  Registrar's 

Mxueoin,  which  he  had  occasion  Book. 

to  exanune  a  few  years  ago.    It  (a)  In  the  time  of  Lord  Chan- 

i^  beyond  a  doubt,  the  true  read-  cellor  Macclesfield,  it  was   laid 

''^•■^Lord  Bacon's  Ordinances  down  in  the  High  Court  of  Par- 
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1846. 
Chuck  v. 

C&EMKR. 


Case  of  an  out- 
law. 


In  Re  Brady,  1  Moll.  254^  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  there  was 
an  exception  to  the  rule,  that  a  party  in  contempt  hy  disobedience 
to  an  order  cannot  be  heard  until  he  complies.  That  a  part^  in 
a  cause  ordered  to  do  an  act  and  omitting  to  do  it,  althoogh  he 
be  in  contempt,  shall  be  heard  to  contest  the  regularity  of  the 
process — to  show  that  the  process  is  irregular.  See  also  a  pas- 
sage in  the  judgment  in  Howard  y.  Newman^  1  MolL  221,  stated 
post,  page  219. 

In  OdeU  v.  Hart,  1  Moll.  492,  where  the  defendant  mored  to 
set  aside  for  irregularity  an  attachment  against  him  for  not 
bringing  in  title  deeds.  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  that  a  party  in 
contempt  might  move  by  counsel  to  set  aside  the  order  against 
him,  by  which  he  was  declared  to  be  in  contempt,  for  irr^^olarity 
in  that  order ;  that  as  to  the  argument  that  the  contempt  con- 
sisted in  not  doing  the  thing  ordered  to  be  done,  that  mig^t  be 
so  in  one  sense,  but,  if  it  was  meant  in  the  sense  of  disabling  a 
man  from  applying  to  the  Court,  it  would  lead  to  that  of  which 
he  knew  no  instance,  that  a  man  being  ordered  to  do  an  act 
by  a  given  day,  should  do  it  first,  and  then  come  to  set  it  right 
afterwards. 

In  WiUm  v.  Bates,  MS.  Cases,  8.  C.  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  201,  Lord 
Cottenham  said,  that  although  it  might  be  generally  true  that  a 
party  in  contempt  could  not  be  heard  to  make  a  motion,  yet 
the  practice  of  the  Court  nevertheless  permitted  him  to  be  heard 
on  application  to  get  rid  of  that  contempt,  and  any  irregolar 
proceedings  connected  with  the  contempt. 

In  Hawkins  v.  Hall,  1  Beav.  73,  the  plaintiff  appears  to  have 
been  an  outlaw,  but  coming  to  England  he  was  arrested  under  an 
attachment  for  non-payment  of  costs ;  and  a  motion  being  made 
on  his  behalf  to  set  aside  the  attachment  for  irregularity,  it  was 
objected  that  he  was  an  outlaw,  and  could  not  be  heard  in  a 


liament,  in  a  case  heard  there 
upon  appeal  from  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  Ireland,  that  all 
persons  aggrieved  by  orders  made 
by  Courts  of  Equity,  committing 
them  for  pretended  contempts, 
are  at  liberty — albeit  they  are  still 
in  contempt,  and  have  expressed 
no  contrition  for  their  pretended 
offence — to  make  all  applications, 
that  they  are  advised,  to  such 
Courts,  for  setting  aside  the  or- 


ders by  virtue  whereof  they  are 
in  prison :  and  if  such  courts 
shall  continue  to  detain  them 
wrongfully,  then  shall  such  per- 
sons come  to  the  High  Court  of 
Parliament,  which  shall  do  them 
justice,  and  such  erroneous  or- 
ders shall  be  discharged.  Old 
MS.  The  case  alluded  to  seems 
to  be  Stone  ▼.  Byrne,  5  Bro.  P. 
C.  210,  and  5  Vtner's  Abr.  451. 
pi.  14. 
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court  of  justice.  Outla^nrj,  it  was  said,  was  a  more  serious  objection         1846. 
thio  t  mere  contempt.    The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  chuck  v 
question  iras  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  make  the  Cbbmbb. 
ipplicstion»  he  being  nnder  outlawry.    That  he  conceived  that  an 
ontlaw  was  not  entitled  to  come  into  a  court  of  justice  to  establish 
I  demand  of  his  own  ;  but  that  was  not  then  the  question  ;  for 
the  proceeding  against  the  outlaw  was  in  the  nature  of  a  penal 
proceeding  for  non-payment  of  costs:    and  the  question  was 
whether,  when  a  party  had  been  improperly  detained,  he  had  not 
s  ri^t  to  come  into  conrt,  to  get  rid  of  the  irregular  proceedings. 
He  did  not  oome  to  establish  a  demand,  but  to  complain  that 
mjustioe  had  been  done  by  the  party  proceeding  against  him,  or, 
in  other  words,  that  the  power  of  the  Court  had  been  used 
improperly  against  him.    Whatever  was  the  case  formerly,  in  the 
present  day  an  outlaw  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  law  for 
liis  personal  protection ;  and  he  must  therefore  be  entitled  to 
qyplj  to  a  court  of  justice,  to  remove  an  irregular  order  by  which 
be  was  improperly  detained. 


In  Amm.  v.  Lord  Gort,  1  Hog.  77,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  A  party,  al- 
fweiver,  and  the  motion  being  opposed  by  the  defendant,  who  J^o^K^^in  con- 
^u  in  contempt,  it  was  insisted  that  he  could  not  be  heard  until  titled  \o  ap. 
be  had  purged  his  contempt.     Sir  William  M'Mahon  said  that  Pew  and  resist 
^^  general  rule  was,  that  when  a  party  was  in  contempt  he  would  taken  agamst 
™*  be  allowed  to  oppose  the  relief  sought  by  the  plaintiff,  by  1^- 
contradicting  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  or  bringing  forward  any 
"^«nce,  or  alle^ng  new  facts ;  neither  would  he  be  heard  by 
•ffidavit,  except  it  be  made  with  a  view  of  purging  his  contempt. 
But  be  might  be  heard  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  any 
^'^  or  insufficiency  in  the  plaintiff's  own  case  as  made  by  the 
bul ;  as,  for  example,  if  it  should  appear  by  the  bill  that  plaintiff's 
^^^J^  only  extended  over  White-acre,  and  the  plaintiff  by  motion 
*"^^t  a  receiver  over  Black-acre. 

Tbe  accuracy  of  some  of  these  dicta  may  be  doubted. 

h  Voile  Y.  O^Reilly,  1  Hog.  1 99,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a 
'^^^^iwhen  his  motion  was  opposed  by  the  defendant,  who  was 
in  contempt.  The  Court  said  that  as  the  defendant  was  in  con- 
^pti  although  he  could  not  be  heard  to  dispute  or  deny  the 
plamtiff 's  case  as  disclosed  by  the  bill,  yet  he  might  be  heard  to 
I^Jnt  out  the  irregularity  or  impropriety  of  any  application  made 
by  his  antagonist.     The  motion  was  refused  on  the  ground  of  the 

p2 
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1846.         irregularity  pointed  out  bj  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  had 
Chuck  v.  ^^^  costs  of  his  appearing  upon  the  motion. 

Crbmbr.  In  Riekefts  v.  Morning  ton,  7  Sim.  200>  the  Yice-ChanoeOor 

said — Suppose  the  defendant  had  moved  to  dismiss  the  bill,  the 
plaintiff,  notwithstanding  he  was  in  contempt,  might  have  come 
forward  and  assigned  reasons  why  his  bill  should  not  be  dis- 
missed. 

In  King  v.  Bryant,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  195,  Lord  Cottenham  said 
that  notwithstanding  the  Court  will  not  hear  a  party  in  contempt, 
coming  himself  into  court  to  take  any  advantage  of  proceediogi 
in  the  cause,  yet  such  a  party  is  entitled  to  appear  and  resist 
any  proceedings  taken  agamst  bun. 

In  Wilson  V.  Bates,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  201,  Lord  Cottenham  aaid 
that  it  is  well  settled,  that  if  a  party  in  contempt  is  brought  into 
court  by  any  proceedings  taken  against  him,  he  has  a  right  to 
be  heard  in  his  defence,  and  in  opposition  to  those  proceedings. 

K%ng\,  Bryant,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  191,  was  a  foreclosure  suit. 
The  defendant  having  been  committed  to  the  Fleet  for  contempt 
in  not  putting  in  his  answer,  a  decree  was  made  by  which  the 
bill  was  taken  pro  confesso,  and  the  usual  account  of  principal 
and  interest  was  directed,  and  in  default  of  payment  of  what 
should  be  found  due,  the  defendant  was  to  be  foreclosed.  The 
plaintiff  did  not  serve  the  defendants  with  warrants  to  attend  the 
taking  of  the  account  before  the  Master,  and  he  did  not  serve 
the  defendant  with  any  order  nisi  to  confirm  the  Master's  report. 
The  defendant  petitioned  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  when  a 
preliminary  objection  was  taken  that  the  defendant  was  in  con- 
tempt. Lord  Cottenham  said,  that  if  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
served  warrants  on  the  defendant,  and  if  he  ought  to  have  served 
him  with  the  order  nisi,  it  would  be  a  most  unjust  extension  of 
the  rule  against  parties  in  contempt,  to  take  away  a  man's  estate 
without  giving  him  any  opportunity  of  coming  in  and  protecting 
himself;  and,  afler  stating  the  rule  printed  above,  his  Lordship 
added,  it  would  be  a  very  easy  way  of  evading  that  rule  if  his 
adversary,  instead  of  giving  him  notice,  were  to  avoid  serving 
him,  and  then  to  say  that  he  could  not  take  advantage  of  the  rule 
in  order  to  impeach  his  previous  proceedings.  However,  there 
was  no  such  practice. 

In  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  4  Hare,  590,  the  Master  had  made 
his  general  report,  and  an  order  nisi  to  confirm  it  was  served  on 
the  defendants.  One  of  the  defendants,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
as  the  guardian  of  three  other  defendants  who  were  infants,  took 
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nceptions  to  the  report^  and  the  usufil  order  was  made  to  set         l^^^* 
down  the  exceptions.  The  defendant  was  at  the  time  m  contempt  ChuckV 
for  the  non-payment  of  the  costs  of  a  petition  in  the  cause ;  and  a  Ckbmbr. 
motion  was  thereupon  made  to  discharge  the  order  for  setting 
down  the  exceptions,  and  that  the  exceptions  might  he  taken  off 
tiie  file,  on  the  ground  that  a  party  in  contempt  could  not  take 
^oy  step  in  a  cause,  until  he  had  cleared  his  contempt.     Vice* 
Chancellor  Wigram  said  a  party  in  contempt  was  entitled,  not- 
withstanding his  contempt,  to  appear  and  resist  any  proceedings 
taken  against  him  in  the  cause.     In  that  case  the  step,  taken  hy 
^e  defendant  in  filing  the  exceptions,  was  purely  in  the  way  of 
'resistance.     If  the  order  to  set  down  the  exceptions  were  neces- 
■^vy  for  the  purpose  of  prerenting  the  confirmation  of  the  report, 
^^t  step  also  must  he  considered  as  a  proceeding  taken  merely  in 
^*i«  own  defence,  and  would  he  therefore  regular. 

In  the  same  case  of  Morrison  y.  Morrison^  the  same  defendant 

^  Iiis  own  name,  and  in  the  names  of  the  three  infant  defendants 

whoee  guardian  he  was,  presented  a  petition,  the  prayer  of  which 

^  stated  post,  page  215,  when  it  was  objected  that  the  petitioner, 

'^ho  was  in  contempt  for  non-payment  of  costs,  could  not  be 

neard  by  petition  against  the  proceedings,  which  had  been  had  in 

^e  cause.     Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  said,  that  it  could  not  be 

the  rule  of  the  Court  that  a  party  in  contempt  was  not  at  liberty  to 

interpose  by  petition,  that  he  might  not  be  concluded  by  proceed- 

^^^9  which  he  alleged  to  be  irregular.     On  a  subsequent  day  his 

Honour  said,  that  what  the  petitioner  was  in  truth  doing,  was 

*^king  to  protect  himself  against  the  proceedings,  which  had 

^^^^  taken  in  the  cause,  and  recent  authorities  showed  that  in 

'^h  a  case  the  being  in  contempt  would  not  now  prevent,  if  it 

*^er  would  have  prevented,  the  party  from  applying  to  the 

Court  (a). 


The  case  of  Wilson  y.  Meteal/e,  before  Lord  Cottenham,  is  Where  the 
•t«»ted  by  Mr.  Daniell  in  his  Chancery  Practice,  vol.  i.,  page  637.  P*^y  ^  ^' 
*t  is  as  follows :   after  observing  that  the  general  rule  of  the  other  relief 
Court,  that  parties  must  clear  their  contempt  before  they  can  be  than  what  is 
««ard,  must  not  be  understood  as  preventing  their  making  appli-  ^v^  ^ 
^*&m.  to  the  Court  to  discharge  the  order,  by  their  non-obedience 
U>  which  their  contempt  has  been  incurred,  on  the  ground  of 

(^)  Some  information  on  the      this   point   will  be  given  at  a 
o^d  pnctice  of  the  Court  upon      future  time. 
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1846.  irregfolarity,  Mr.  Daaiell  says :  Therefore  where  a  defendant  in 
'  custody  for  a  contempt  in  not  oheying  an  order  to  pay  in  moneyi 

Crkmee.*  applied  to  the  Court  to  discharge  him  out  of  custody,  on  the 

ground  of  irregularity  in  the  order  (it  having  heen  made  pending 
an  abatement  of  the  suit),  he  was  not  only  heard,  but  the  order 
for  his  discharge  was  made,  though  under  the  drcumstanoet 
without  costs ;  and  Mr.  Daniell  refers,  in  the  note,  to  JFilaon  y. 
Metcalfe^  MS.  Mr.  Daniell  proceeds  :  In  such  cases  it  is  to  he 
obserred,  that  in  making  his  application  the  party  in  contempt 
ought  to  confine  his  motion  to  the  object  of  getting  rid  of  the 
order  of  which  he  complains;  and  that,  if  he  embraces  other 
matters  in  his  notice,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  go  into  such  other 
matters,  till  he  has  shown  that  the  order,  upon  which  his  contempt 
has  been  incurred,  was  irregular.  Mr.  Daniell  then  adds :  Upon 
this  principle,  as  the  defendant  in  the  above  case;,  in  his  appli« 
cation  to  the  Court  to  discharge  the  order,  upon  which  his  con- 
tempt was  incurred,  included  in  his  notice  of  motion  the  dischai^ 
of  several  subsequent  orders,  upon  which  he  had  likewise  incurre4 
further  contempts;  Lord  Cottenham  was  of  opinion  that  he  ought 
in  the  first  instance  to  be  confined  to  that  part  of  his  notice  ol 
motion,  which  asked  the  discharge  of  the  order  upon  which  his 
first  contempt  was  incurred,  and,  upon  his  failure  in  inducing  the 
Court  to  discharge  that  order,  his  Lordship  refused  to  hear  the 
residue  of  the  motion  (a). 

It  will  be  remarked  that  Mr.  Daniell's  proposition  is  not  borne 
out  by  his  statement  of  the  case  of  WiUon  v.  Metcalfe.  Accord- 
ing to  that  statement,  it  can  hardly  be  considered  that  there  was 
any  point  in  the  case.  Contempts  were  committed  in  respect 
of  several  orders,  and  upon  the  case  being  opened  Lord  Cottenham 
desired  the  defendant  to  confine  himself  to  the  first  order.  Of 
course,  unless  that  was  irregular,  it  would  have  been  a  waste  of 
time  to  consider  the  other  orders. 

In  Herring  v.  Cloberry,  MS.  Cases,  S.  C.  12  Simons,  410,  the 
plaintiff's  bill  having  been  dismissed  with  costs,  a  petition  of 
appeal  was  presented,  and  a  motion  was  made  to  stay  process  to 
enforce  the  payment  of  such  costs,  until  the  appeal  should  be 
heard.  There  were  attachments  against  the  plidntiff  for  costs 
due  from  him  under  various  interlocutory  orders,  made  in  the 

(a)  Is  there  not  some  confusion  applications  were  made  at  diftr* 

here?     It  is  stated  before,  that  ent   periods,  and   one  was   nn- 

an    order    was    made    for    the  successful,  but  the  other 

defendant's  discharge.     Perhaps  cessful. 
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erase  poor  to  the  hearing.    Those  orders  were  not  the  snhject  of        1846. 
qipetl.    On  the  motion  coming  on  it  was  ohjected,  on  the  part  1 
of  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  conld  not  be  heard  until  he  Crkmvr. 
had  cleared  his  contempt»  as  r^arded  all  the  orders  prior  to  the 
decree^  and  from  which  there  was  no  appeal,  by  payment  of  the 
coets  dne  from  him  thereon.     The  Vice-chancellor  intimated 
that  the  plaintiff  making  snch  a  motion — one  that  was  not  merely 
jNTotectiTe — ought  to  pay  the  costs  due  in  respect  of  the  orders 
prior  to  the  decree,  and  to  enforce  the  payment  of  which  attach- 
ments had  been  issued.     Those  costs  were  thereupon  paid  in 
eonrt,  and  the  motion  proceeded. 

In  MorriwH  y.  Morrison^  4  Hare,  590  (see  before,  pages  212, 
21 3,)  the  petition  prayed  that  the  Master's  report  might  not  be  con- 
firmed, and  that  it  might  be  declared  to  be  irr^ular  and  void  and 
migfat  be  discharged ;  that  the  petitioners  might  be  at  liberty  to 
object  to  items  in  the  schedules  to  a  certain  former  report  of  the 
Master,  or  in  the  accounts  of  the  consignee,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
the  same  had  nerer  been  allowed ;  and  that  they  might  be  at  liberty 
to  prosecute  certain  orders  made  in  the  cause  many  years  ago ; 
and  that  the  Master  might  be  directed  to  take  the  accounts  of  a 
manager  in  the  West  Indies;  and  that  such  declarations  and  direc- 
tions might  be  made  and  given  as  should  be  necessary  for  ascer- 
taining and  settling  the  principle  upon  which  the  accounts  of  the 
consignee  should  be  taken.  The  petition  also  prayed  that  other 
special  directions  with  regard  to  the  accounts  might  be  given,  or 
that  certain  alternative  relief  might  be  given  upon  the  petition 
tnd  the  exceptions. 

Upon  the  petition  coming  on  to  be  heard  it  was  submitted,  as  a 
preliminary  objection,  that  if  the  Court  should  hold  that  the  adult 
petitioner  might  be  heard  on  a  petition  in  the  nature  of  a  defence 
notwithstanding  his  contempt;  yet  that  if  the  petition  sought  other 
rdief  than  was  purely  defensive  the  Court  would  refuse  its  prayer, 
sad  would  not  in  that  case  grant  even  that  relief,  which  the  peti- 
tioner might,  if  he  had  confined  himself  simply  to  matters  of 
defence,  have  obtained. 

The  Vice-chancellor  Wigram  said,  that  without  hearing  the 
petition  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  the  Court  to  determine, 
whether  it  sought  to  do  more  than  defend  the  rights  of  the  peti- 
tioners in  respect  of  the  matters  in  question.  He  would  reserve 
the  objection  and  dispose  of  it  after  the  petition  had  been  heard. 
In  giving  judgment  on  a  subsequent  day  his  Honour  said,  it  was 
obJMjted  ^at,  although  the  adult  petitioner,  being  in  contempt, 
might  have  petitioned  to  have  been  relieved  against  some  of  the 
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df  tke  Rfief  pofid  <m  dK  pcddoB  he  kid 
Mked,  Ttththm^  ad^  fodKr  nStf  tattdtw  wmoaamBtbeA  wOk 
zAi  to  wfciek  kens  cnddtd:  aid  that,  bjr  the 
to  he  fifrfilifilifii  h^a  cne  rdcned  to,  the  peti- 
\ma%  adyed  aore  lefief  than  the  Govt  vooldgiTe  to  a 
paitr  n  caoDtfuipC,  the  Copt  vooia  aot  neiuTduRgara  thepn^ 
which  he  iTihf  aot  to  hate  app&fd  far,  hot  would  dJaimwB  the 
whole;  that  he  had  Aeiefcie  ■nikmiljroniiilrredthat  part  of  the 
caK.  ThatiaMr.DBDdrsDOteorthecaKoriilJ^aaT.Jfetf^MJ^ 
dK  propootian  was  certanh-  Uated  with  great  breadth;  hot  the 
fiMts  of  the  case  appealed  to  he  these. — The  dffmdant  had 
qipfied  to  the  Coort  todiichafge  an  orderon  whidihis  CQDftempt 
was  inenned,  inrliiiiiog  in  his  notieeof  motion  the  disdhaigeof 
seieral  sahseq[iient  ordeis  in  whidi  he  had  likewise  incarred  further 
eontempts:  and  Lord  Cottenham  was  of  opinion  that  he  oo^it 
in  the  first  imtance  to  be  eonfined  in  aigomcnt  to  that  part  of  the 
notiee'  of  motion^  whidi  asked  to  discharge  the  order  on  whidi 
hit  first  contempt  was  incnrrcd ;  and  his  application  in  that  reqpect 
not  beii^  sustainable,  his  Lordshq)  refused  to  hear  the  residue  of 
the  motion.  That  it  would  seem  that  the  case  didnot  decide  more 
than  this^  that  where  a  partj  was  in  contempt  on  sereral  distinct 
grounds,  the  Court  would  put  him  to  discharge  himself  from  his 
contempt  altc^ether  and  not  piecemeal ;  but  that  was  not  the  case 
there.  The  petition  asked  that  certain  accounts  of  the  manage 
of  the  estates  might  be  taken,  a  matter  altogether  free  from  and 
totally  unconnected  with  the  subject  of  the  contempt.  Whether 
that  relief  was,  or  was  not,  an  extension  of  the  relief  for  which  a 
partj  in  contempt  might  applj,  it  appeared  to  him  that  it  did  not 
bring  the  case  within  the  principle  of  WiUan  ▼.  Metcalfe. 

The  writer  has  no  note  amongst  his  papers  of  any  of  the  facts 
of  the  case  of  WiUon  v.  Metcalfe  ;  but  he  appears  in  March,  1 836, 
to  have  made  a  memorandum  of  a  dictum  of  Lord  Cottenham  in 
a  case  the  name  of  which  he  cannot  decipher,  but  believes  to  hare 
been  Wilson  y.  Metcalfe.  That  dictum  corresponds  with  the 
position  in  Mr.  Darnell's  book,  that  a  party  in  contempt  ought  to 
confine  his  motion  to  the  object  of  getting  rid  of  the  order  of 
which  he  complains  :  and  that  if  he  embraces  other  matters  in 
his  notice,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  go  into  such  matters,  tUl  he 
has  shown  that  the  order,  in  respect  of  which  his  contempt  has 
been  incurred,  was  irregular. 

This  is  a  position  of  the  truth  of  which  the  writer  never  enter- 
tained a  doubt,  until  he  heard  of  the  decision  in  Morrieon  v. 
Morruon. 
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ordered  uid  adjudged  that  the  serend  orders  tberem  complained         1846. 
of,  whereby  the  appellant  was  ordered  to  stand  committed,  and  chuckV 


lis  estate  to  be  sequestered,  and  also  the  sequestration  issued  in  Crkmul 

pursuance  thereof,  should  be  affirmed ;  but  it  was  further  ordered 

that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  compute  what  was 

due  to  the  respondents,  for  principal  and  interest  of  their  portions, 

snd  to  tax  them  their  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  upon  the  appellant's 

liringing  before  the  Master  the  principal  money  so  found  due,  in 

tfider  to  be  paid  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  should  direct,  and 

Staying  to  the  respondents  what  should  be  due  for  interest  and 

4C90fits,  the  appellant  might  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  said  Court 

^4>  diseharge  the  said  sequestration. 

In  Hall  T.  DofMy,  1  Dick.  289>  the  defendant  being  in  oon- 

^cmpt  for  want  of  his  answer,  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  the  com- 

Baon  injunction.    The  defendant  filed  his  answer,  but  did  not  pay 

tlie  costs  of  his  contempt,  and  then  obtained  the  common  ordor 

to  dissolve  the  injunction,  unless  cause  shown.    Lord  Hardwicke 

intimated  that  the  plaintiff  might  discharge  such  an  order  for 


Xxi  Hemti  t.  M^Cartnejf^  13  Yes.  560,  which  was  a  suit  for 
^^v^^^dosuiey  the  defendant  having  not  put  in  an  answer  and  stood 
«11  process  for  contempt,  and  the  cause  haying  been  set  down 
a  decree  pro  confesso,  a  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
mdant  for  the  usual  reference  under  the  7th  Geo.  II.  c.  20. 
£ld(m  said  that  the  effect  of  the  contempt  according  to  the 
ef  every  Court  was,  that  the  defendant  could  not  come  in 
such  a  motion. 
l*Calhm  y.  BedU^  10  Price,  130,  the  defendants,  who  were 
^^ntempt  for  want  of  an  answer,  made  a  motion  that  the  in- 
^^^^^c^tion  granted  in  the  cause  might  be  dissolved.    The  motion 
^^**   refused. 

iTiis  case  is  sometimes  dted  as  showing  that  a  party  in  con- 

L^  cannot  move.    But  it  is  apprehended  it  will  be  found,  on 

ition,  that  it  was  not  decided  on  that  ground. 

Hmoard  v.  Newmtm^  1  Moll.  221,  a  defendant,  against  whom 

had  issued  for  want  of  an  answer,  had  obtained  an  order 

-Yiing  the  bill  for  proKxitf .     8ir  Anthcmy  Hart  said  that,  by  a 

of  the  Court  to  which  there  was  but  one  exception,  a  party 

^^cmtempt  could  not  move,  and  the  exception  was,  if  he  contested 

^^^  segnlarily  of  the  process,  or  service,  by  which  he  was  in  con- 

^^^^^^    A  party  in  contempt  was  not  to  be  heard  until  his  cod* 

^^^^pt  was  deare^  except  oidy  to  complain  that  he  was  irregularly 
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1846.         put  in  contempt,  and  ought  not  to  be  so.     He  was  precluded 

Chuck  9  ^^^  app^ywig  ^or  any  order  of  any  kind. 

Crembr.  In  Lord  Cranstaum  v.  Goldshede,  2  To.  &  CoL  Ezch.  70,  the 

object  of  the  bill  was  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  proceeding 
at  law  upon  a  promissory  note.  The  defendant  having  dis- 
continued the  action  and  paid  the  costs  of  it,  moved  that  the  bill 
might  be  dismissed,  he  paying  all  costs  of  it,  and  that  an  attach- 
ment, which  had  issued  against  him  for  want  of  answer,  and  all 
further  proceedings  might  be  stayed.  It  was  objected  that  the 
defendant  could  not  make  the  motion  till  he  had  cleared  his 
contempt.  Lord  Abinger  said  that  in  general  it  would  be  most 
unreasonable  and  unjust,  if  the  Court  upon  mere  technical  grounds 
could  not  put  an  end  to  a  suit  at  the  instance  of  the  parties. 
But  there  vras  a  great  difficulty  in  so  doing  where  the  party,  who 
made  the  application,  was  in  contempt.  That  in  cases  of  contempt 
the  Court  proceeded  on  one  general  rule.  It  might  in  that  case 
be  expedient  to  deviate  from  the  general  rule,  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  that  deviation  might  lead  to  greater  difficulties  (a). 

From  Best  v.  Gompertz,  2  To.  &  C.  Exch.  582,  it  may  be 
inferred  that,  in  regard  to  contempts,  a  proceeding  in  a  cross 
cause  and  a  proceeding  in  the  original  cause  are  subject  to  like 
principles. 

In  Petty  v.  Lonsdale,  MS.  Cases,  S.  C.  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  545,  the 
defendant,  who  was  in  contempt  for  want  of  an  answer,  had 
obtained  an  order  referring  the  bill  for  impertinence.  Lord 
Cottenham  said  that,  when  the  order  referring  the  bill  for  imper- 
tinence was  obtained  by  the  defendant,  the  Court  had  by  the 
attachment  adjudged  him  to  be  in  contempt  for  not  answering. 
The  order  referring  the  bill  for  impertinence  was  plainly  irre- 
gular. 


Proceedings  for  In  Ricketts  v.  Momingtony  7  Sim.  200,  on  a  cause  being  caUed 
his  own  advan-  qq^  it  vrtis  objected  to  its  being  heard,  as  the  plaintiff  was  in  con- 
hM  been  de-  tempt,  an  attachment  having  issued  against  him  for  disobedience 
cided  that  a  to  an  order  in  the  cause.  The  Vice-chancellor  said  that  the  rules 
tempt^m^"'  of  the  Court  made  it  imperative  upon  the  plaintiff,  to  bring  his 
take.  cause  to  a  hearing  at  a  certain  time,  and  therefore  the  cause  must 

proceed. 

In  Wilson  v.  Bates,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  197,  the  plaintiff  was  in 

contempt  for  non-payment  of  the  costs  of  a  motion,  and  the 

(a)  See,  however.  Bishop  of  Derry  v.  T\fler,  stated  post,  page  323. 
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point  discussed  was  whether  he  could  enforce  an  answer.    Lord         1846. 
Cottenham  said  that  the  question  was  whether  the  plaintiff,  being  I 
himself  in  contempt  for  non-payment  of  a  sum  of  money  for  CmsMBiu 
oostSy  was  entitled  to  sue  out  an  attachment  against  the  defend- 
ant for  not  answering  the  bill ;  and  that  in  effect  involved  another 
question,  viz.  whether  under  such  circumstances  he  could  take 
any  step  in  the  cause ;  for,  if  he  could  not  compel  an  answer,  of 
coarse  the  cause  would  be  entirely  stopped.     That  it  would  seem 
that  a  party,  who  might  not  be  able  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  refused 
motion,  should  be  therefore  absolutely  stopped  firom  asserting 
his  rights.     That  if  it  were,  as  had  been  contended,  that  if  a 
plaintiff  got  into  contempt  the  cause  is  absolutely  stopped — ^if  that 
were  so— a  plaintiff  in  contempt  could  never  bring  his  cause  to  a 
hearing  without  clearing  his  contempt.     That  the  question  had 
been  raised  indirectly  in  other  cases, — in  those  cases,  he  meant,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  being  in  contempt  the  defendant  had  applied 
to  the  Court  to  stay  further  proceedings  until  the  costs  of  the 
contempt  should  have  been  paid.    That  if  the  circumstance  of  a 
j)laintiff  being  in  contempt  of  itself  put  an  end  to  his  power  of 
proceeding,  that  would  be  an  unnecessary  and  useless  step  on  the 
defendant's  part.    That  instead  of  that  the  defendant  would  be 
<»ntent  to  remain  passive  and  quiescent.     That  cases  of  this 
Idnd,   in  which  defendants  had   moved    that  all  proceedings 
should  be    stayed  until  the  plaintiff  had  paid  certain  costs, 
^Cended  to  show  that,  though  a  plaintiff  might  be  in  contempt 
"^o  an  attachment,  he  had  still  a  right  to  the  process  of  the 
^)oart  to  compel  an  answer,  or  to  prosecute   his  suit,  if  the 
^Lefendant  did  not  apply  specially  that  proceedings  might  be 


In  Flumbe  v.  Plumbe,  3  Yo.  &  C.  622,  there  was  an  attach- 

against  the  plaintiff  for  the  non-payment  of  the  costs  of  .a 

^^motion ;  and  the  plaintiff  moving  for  the  production  of  documents 

•^^^dmitted  by  the  answer  to  be  in  the  defendant's  possession,  it 

objected  that  the  plaintiff  could  make  no  motion  without 

dealing  his  contempt.     Lord  Abinger  said  that  if  the  plaintiff 

entitled  to  compel  an  answer,  he  was  also  entitled  to  all  the 

^&^icidents  of  the  answer ;  and  therefore  the  decision,  which  had 

cited,  of  Wihcn  v.  Bates  went  the  full  length  of  justifying 

motion  (a). 


(a)  In  Gilbert's  Forum  Roma-      man  hath  a  biU   depending   in 
nm,  page  216,  it  is  said,  where  a      court,  and  falls  under  the  dis- 
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1846.  In  Clark  v.  Dew,  1  Russ.  &  M7I.  107,  Lwd  Lyndhm 

1  that  the  practice  was  the  same,  he  apprehended^  in  eqiiit 

CBBicaR.  law,  that  a  party  could  not  move  till  he  had  cleared  his  con 

hut  that  the  rule  must  be  confined  to  proceedings  in  th 
cause ;  otherwise  the  consequence  would  be  that  a  party,  w 
utterly  unable  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the  Court,  m 
prevented  from  afterwards  prosecuting  any  claim,  howefvi 
against  the  person,  who  had  succeeded  in  obtaining  that 
That  in  the  case  before  him  the  suit  was  between  tin 
parties,  but  it  had  reference  to  distinct  properties. 

InBuhopofDerry  y.  Tyler,  V.  C.  July,  1834,  stated  in  til 
2  To.  &  Co.  Exch.  71,  the  bill  was  filed  for  the  delivery  \ 
bond  secured  by  a  judgment,  and  that  satisfaction  mi 
entered  up  on  die  record  of  the  judgment.  The  defendant, 
whom  an  attadiment  and  commission  of  rebellion  had 
for  want  of  an  answer,  moved  that  he  might  be  at 
to  deliver  up  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff  to  be  cancelled,  ai 
thereupon,  and  upon  the  defendant's  paying  the  plaintiff 
of  the  suit  and  entering  up  satisfiu^on  on  the  record 
judgment,  all  proceedings  might  be  sti^ed.  Upon  the 
coming  on  it  was  opposed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  de 
was  in  cmitempt,  and  could  not  be  heard  until  he  had  des 
contempt.  The  Vice-chancellor  overruled  the  objection  (« 
In  Everett  v.  Prythergchy  12  Sim.  363,  the  defendant 
contempt  for  want  of  an  answer.  It  was  held  that  he 
except  to  the  bill  for  scandal,  but  not  for  impertinence 
Court  said  that,  until  the  reference  for  scandal  was  dispo 
the  defendant  could  not  tell  what  he  ought  to  answ< 
although  he  was  in  contempt  he  had  a  right  to  call  u] 
Court  to  tell  him,  what  it  was  that  he  was  bound  to  an8w< 
.  Perhaps  it  would  have  been  better  to  omit  this  reason. 

pleasure  of  the  Court,  and  is  or-  but  not  till  he  hath  actui 

dered  to  stand  committed;  here  rendered  himself,  paid  tl 

when  his  cause  is  called,  if  the  of  the  contempt,  and  obti 

other  side   insist   he  hath   not  order  for  his  being  dia 

cleared  his  contempt,  nor  actually  out  of  custody, 

surrendered  his  body  to  the  war-  There  is  a  further  pai 

den  of  the  Fleet,  he  must  do  both  the  same  page  of  the  For 

these  things  before  his  cause  can  manum,  which  the  writ 

be  proceeded  in :  and  it  must  be  poses  to  notice  another  tii 

strudk  out  of  the  paper,  and  he  (a)    See    Lord    Cransi 

must  get  it  restored  into  the  Ooldshede,  BtAted  hett^n,  ] 
f»ptT  again  as  well  as  he  can; 
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In  Herring  y.  Cloberry,  12  Sim.  410,  the  bill  had  upon  the         1846. 
dealing  been  dismissed  with  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  was  attached  chuckV 
for  non-payment  of  such  costs  and  imprisoned  in  the  Fleet.    The  Cbsmul 
plaintiff  had  appealed  from  the  decree,  and  on  his  making  a 
motion  that  he  might  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  and  that 
^urtlier  process  of  contempt  might  be  stayed  until  after  his  peti- 
^^x^  of  iqppeal  should  hare  been  heard,  it  was  objected  on  the 
P^t;  of  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  contempt  for  non- 
A^yrnent  of  the  costs  of  certain  orders  made  in  the  cause  prior  to 
^^^    decree,  and  not  appealed  from ;  whereupon  those  costs  were 
P^^d  and  the  motion  proceeded,  the  costs  due  under  the  decree, 
'W'lia.ch  was  appealed  from,  still  remaining  unpaid. 

Turner  y.  Dorgany  MS.  Cases,  S.  C.\2  Sim.  504,  a  per- 
repiesentatiye,  defendant  to  two  creditors'  suits — a  decree 
_  been  made  against  him  in  the  first  suit,  and  an  attachment 
«%>r  -^ant  of  an  answer  issued  against  him  in  the  second  suit — gaye 
»tice  of  motion  in  both  suits  to  stay  all  proceedings  in  the 
nd  suit.     Upon  the  motion  coming  on,  the  plaintiff  in  the 
•nd  suit  objected  that  the  defendant  was  in  contempt,  and 
t  not  to  be  heard.    The  objection  did  not  prevail. 
1  Cattell  y.  Simons,  6  Beay.  304,  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the 
November,  1842,  ordered  the  defendant  to  pay  costs  to  the 
s.   On  the  15th  December  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered 
plaintiffs  to  pay  costs  to  the  defendant.     On  the  19th  of 
the  plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  they 
^^^"^^  willing  to  set  off  the  costs  they  had  to  pay  against  those  they 
to  receive.     The  minutes  of  the  Lord  Chancellor* s  order 
not  settled  until  the  23rd  December.     On  the  1 1th  January, 
^^4^,  the  defendant  issued  an  attachment  against  the  plaintiffs 
'Che  non-payment  of  the  costs  under  the  Lord  Chancellor's 
T.    On  the  14th  January  the  plaintiffs  gave  notice  of  motion 
the  costs,  which  they  had  to  pay  under  the  Master  of  the 
•  order,  might  be  set  off  against  the  costs  they  had  to  receive 
the  Lord  Chancellor's  order.     On  the  motion  coming  on  it 
objected  that  the  plaintiffs,  being  in  contempt,  could  not  be 
^e&rd  in  support  of  a  motion.    The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that 
^9   objection  was,  that  an  attachment  had  issued  against  the 
plainti0B  prior  to  the  notice  of  motion,  and  that  being  in  contempt 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  be  heard.     He  thought,  however,  under 
^  circmnstanoei  the  objection  ought  not  to  prevail,  seeing 
^  the  offer  to  aet  off  was  made  on  the  19th  December ;  that 
^  Lord  Chancellor's  order  was  not  settled  until  the  23rd  of 
**^®taher,  and  that  the  attachment  was  issued  on  the  1 1th  of 
January. 
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1846. 
July  25. 


Rb  Wk8T- 
jiaooK. 

Tenth  General 
Order  in  Lu- 
nacy intended 
to  apply  to 
cases  only,  in 
which  it  is 
plainly  expe- 
dient that  the 
matters,  there 
mentioned, 
should  be  at 
once  inquired 
into  and  re- 
ported upon. 


RE  WESTBROOK. 

Mr.  Romilly  and  Mr.  Southgate  appeared  in  support  of  a 
petition  for  a  commission  of  lunacy. 

Mr.  James  Parker  said,  that  it  is  the  practice  of  the 
Commissioner  [Master]  (a),  in  the  report  which  he  makes 
to  the  Chancellor,  the  inquisition  having  been  taken  and 
verdict  of  the  jury  returned,  after  stating  who  is  the  heir 
at  law  and  who  are  the  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  to  go 
into  an  inquiry  as  to  the  committeeship,  and  to  state  who 
in  the  commissioner's  opinion  are  fit  and  proper  persons 
to  be  appointed  committees  of  the  person  and  estate  of 
the  lunatic.  That  this  is  done  under  the  1 0th  General 
Order  in  Lunacy  of  the  27th  October,  1842  (6),  by  which  it 
is  ordered,  where  any  person  has  been  found  lunatic  under 
any  commission,  that  the  commissioner  shall  without  any 
special  order  inquire  and  report,  amongst  other  matters, 
who  is  or  are  the  most  fit  and  proper  person  or  persons  to 
be  appointed  committee  or  committees  of  the  person  and 
estate  of  the  lunatic.  That  in  the  present  case  there  were 
reasons,  which  rendered  it  expedient  that  all  inquiry  and 
report  on  the  subject  of  the  committeeship  should  be  post- 
poned. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said^  that  the  10th  General  Order 
could  be  intended  only  to  apply  to  those  cases,  in  which  it 
is  plainly  expedient  that  the  Master  should  at  once  make 


(a)  By  the  Act  for  regulating  the 
Care  of  Lunatics,  which  passed 
in  August,  1845,  (8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
100,  8.  3,)  the  two  commissioners 
appointed  under  the  authority  of 
the  Act  to  amend  the  Practice 
under  Commissions  of  Lunacy  (5 
&  6  Vict.  c.  84)  are  thenceforth 
to  be  and  be  called  "  the  Masters 
in  Lunacy,"  and  are  to  take  the 
same  rank  and  precedence  as  the 
Masters  in  Ordinary  of  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery. 


The  reporter  finds  that  bis  great 
anxiety  to  comply  with  the  enact- 
ment has  occasioned  an  inaccu- 
racy in  a  former  page ;  which  it 
is  trusted  will  be  excused,  when 
his  motive  is  considered.  He 
has  described  one  of  the  learned 
commissioners  as  a  Master  in 
Lunacy,  in  treating  of  a  report 
made  before  the  legislature  had 
conferred  the  title  and  rank.  See 
before,  page  67« 

{h)  See  Beav.  Ord.  238. 
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the  inqiiirieBy  and  report  upon  the  matters  there  mentioned.         1846. 
But  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  expediency  of  in-  ]^  wbst- 
quiring  and  reporting  upon  any  particular  point  was  doubt-  brook. 
fuly  it  never  could  be  meant  that  it  should  be  gone  into. 


1846. 

RE  WATKINS.  ^uiy25. 


Re  Watkins. 


jThis  was  a  petition  for  the  appointment  of  a  stranger  com-  Reluctance  with 

xnittee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic.  S^pJ^nted**' 

The  Lord  Chakcbllor  said,  he  was  always  reluctant  to  committee  of  a 

lunatic,  who  has 

:K:iiake  such  an  order.     That  the  practice  in  modem  times  relations. 


not  to  confer  this  office  upon  one,  unconnected  with 
-^lie  lunatic  by  blood  or  affinity.  There  must  be  an  affidavit 
jsrtating  in  detail  those  circumstances,  which  might  enable 
to  judge  of  the  necessity,  that  it  was  alleged  existed, 
a  case  in  which  it  appeared  the  lunatic  had  relations,  of 
vertheless  selecting  a  stranger.      Until  those  circum- 

ces  were  before  him  he  would  not  make  the  order. 
Mr.  Srett  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition. 


1846. 
July  25. 

RE  ADEY.  ' 1 ^ 

Rb  Adby. 

B  property  of  the  lunatic  was  small,  and  it  was  sought  Noord^for 
the  petition  that  part  of  it  might  be  applied  in  satis-  liabmty  of^a^ 
^ion  of  a  liabiUty  of  the  lunatic.  K^JSf 

^The  Lord  Chamcbllor  said,  that  it  did  not  appear  upon  furnished, 
petition  that  the  income  of  the  lunatic  was  more  than  enou^^wiii  stiU 

for  his  maintenance;  and,  as  the  result  of  his  ^ef««^orhis 
ting  the  prayer  of  the  petition  would  be  to  reduce  that 
me,  he  must  decline  to  make  the  order  desired,  until 
with  information,  showing  that  after  the  proposed 
enoi^h  would  still  be  left  for  the  lunatic's  proper 
and  maintenance. 
.  JRogerg  for  the  petition. 
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1846. 
July  25. 


Re  Walkkb. 

Master's  re- 
port that  a  suit 
ought  to  be  in- 
stituted not 
confirmed,  the 
evidence  not 
being  satisfac- 
tory. 


RE  WALKER. 

The  Master  had  reported  that  a  suit  ought  to  be  instituted 
to  recover  certain  property  of  the  lunatic,  and  this  being 
a  petition  to  confirm  that  report,  it  was  submitted  that  the 
order  was  of  course. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  what  was  desired  was 
so  far  only  of  course  that,  if  upon  a  perusal  of  the  evidence, 
which  had  satisfied  the  Master,  he  found  the  same  of  a  kin 
to  satisfy  him  also,  the  order  for  confirming  the  report  woul 
be  made.    That  in  such  cases  he  perused  the  evidence;  thai 
he  had  done  so  here,  and  it  was  far  from  satisfying  him  that" 
a  suit  ought  to  be  instituted  at  present.     That  the  lunati 
if  the  facts  stated  in  the  report  were  correct,  was  indi 
putably  entitled  to  the  property,  and  it  was  inconceivabi 
that  any  one  would  dispute  her  right.     Further  eviden 
must  be  produced,  and  in  particular  that  application 
been  made  to  the  adverse  party.    He  must  know  what 
answer  of  the  adverse  party  was,  before  he  could  con 
the  Master's  report. 

Mr.  Murray  for  the  petition. 


it 


le 
oe 


le 


1846. 
July  31. 

Bristowe  9. 
Needham. 

No  second  re- 
hearing of  an 
interlocutory 
matter  upon 
the  same  facts. 


>er 


S^.^9^ 


BRISTOWE  V.  NEEDHAM. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Anstey  moved  to  discharge  an  ord< 
of  one  of  the  Vice-Chancellors. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.    Collins  objected  that  the  li 
motion  had  been  made  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  under 
cumstances  not  difiering  from  those  now  brought 

The  Lord  Chancellor  inquired,  whether  the  circum^^^^     . 
stances  stated  by  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  motiot^^^ 
were  the  same  as  those,  which  had  been  relied  upon  whec:^ 
the  matter  was  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  and  the  answe 


k 
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iiemg  that  in  substance  they  were  the  same,  he  said  that        l^^'- 
there  could  be  no  second  re^hearing  of  an  interlocutory  Bristowb  v. 
matter  upon  the  same  facts,  and  upon  that  ground  dis-  ^'"'b^^* 
nussed  the  motion  with  costs. 


Daring  the  late  Chancellorship,  a  notion  prevailed  amongst  a 
eertain  class  of  litigants,  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  renew  inter- 
locntoiy  appUcations  upon  petition  and  motion  as  often  as  they 
pleased,  proTided  the  costs  of  the  last  unsuccessful  attempt  were 
paid — a  notion,  which  had  the  sanction  of  some  notorious  pre- 
cedents of  that  period.    There  are  instances  of  Lord  Lyndhurst 
having  heard  the  same  application  four  or  five  times.     Surely 
inch  an  indulgence  cannot  be  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of 
ovnr  Court.     If  the  Court  admitted  such  a  proceeding,  a  wealthy 
anitor,  with  a  morbid  litigiousness,  might  occupy  the  greater  part, 
or  the  whole,  of  its  time.    The  reporter  has  known  suitors  of 
tiiis  character.     Finality — ^writes  Mr.  Colville,  in  a  communica- 
tion upon  this  point  with  which  he  sometime  since  favoured  the 
vrriter — ^is  as  much  the  principle  of  the  Appellate   Court  with 
respect  to  interlocutory  matters,  as  with  respect  to  other  matters, 
■rhere  the  facts  are  not  varied.    But  unfortunately  the  Court  is 
[>ften  compelled  to  entertain  an  interlocutory  matter  a  second 
dme,  upon  the  allegation  that  the  facts  are  varied — an  allegation 
of  which  the  inaccuracy  can  often  only  be  ascertained,  by  hearing 
the  interlocutory  matter  again. 


1846. 

RE  STAIR.  ^^ i— ^ 

Rb  StAIR. 

Thb  petition  was  for  a  supersedeas,  on  the  ground  that  the  in  lunacy  any 
lunatic  was  recovered ;  but  that  ground  failing,  it  was  pro-  the^ro^^^ 
posed  that  the  petition  should  be  amended  by  praying  that  stances  shown 
the  lunatic,  who  was  a  native  of  Scotland,  might  be  per^  render  expe. 
nutted  to  visit  that  country.    Her  nearest  relation — a  madc*Yrithout 
brother — who  was  resident,  and  a  considerable  landowner  *?  amendment 

of  the  petition. 
Security  for  the  return  of  a  lunatic  permitted 
to  go  out  of  the  jurisdiction  must  be  of  a  kind 
available  in  the  courts  of  this  country. 

«»2 
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1846^^         there,  being  willing  to  give  security  that  she  should,  when 
Re  Stair.         required,  return  within  the  jurisdiction. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,   that  in  lunacy  he  could 
make  any  order,  which  the  circumstances  shown  by  the 
evidence  rendered  expedient,  and  that  the  expense  and 
delay  of  amendment  need  not  be  incurred.     But  he  could 
not  allow  the  hmatic  to  be  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
unless  security  for  her  return,  to  be  approved  of  by  the 
Master,  should  be  previously  given  ;  and  such  security  must* 
be  of  a  kind  that  would  be  available  here.     Security  that^^^^t 
could  only  be  enforced  in  a  foreign  court,  and  for  this  pur — -nm^x- 
pose  the  Scotch  courts  must  be  considered  as  foreign,  wouldE>^Jld 
not  be  sufficient. 

Mr.  Teed,  Mr.  Romilly,  Mr.  James  Parker^  Mr.  TFi/A.^JUI- 
cock,  Mr.  Shapter,  and  Mr.  Anderson  for  the  difieren.ozH'^aeQi 
parties,  the  petitioner  and  the  respondents. 


1846. 

J"iy3^-    .  RE  LANGHAM. 


Re  Langham. 

General  rule 
that  the  com- 


The  Master  had  recommended  that  700/.  should  be  lai»i^*"*^^ 


ei 


mini  ofa  "     ^"^  ^^  repairing  and  enlarging  a  farm  house,  but  the 
lunatic's  estate,  mittee  had  expended  1,300/. ;  and  this  was  a  petition  for  s. 

exceeding  his  .  -        .  .  . 

authority  in  the  reference  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  additional  expendi 

mo^:;^*^'        Mr.  Bacon  for  the  petition. 

himself  pay  the       The  LoRD  CHANCELLOR  said,  that  he  had  formerly  laid  ir 

costs  of  the  ad-  ,       i        i  .  i  ,.       ,  .  ^  ..-M'    *h 

ditional  refer-     down  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  committee  thus  exceeding  hkM^-^ 
^S^      authority  should  himself  pay  the  costs  of  the  additiona^^^^" 

reference    thereby   occasioned.      That  he   did  not  knov^"^^^^^ 
whether  such  a  rule  had  been  observed  of  late,  but  hi 
desired  it  to  be  understood  that  it  was  his  fixed  intenti(»^'^^' 
to  adhere  to  it.     There  might  in  this  case  be  an  order  tov 
the  reference,  and  when  the  matter  came  back  upon  tl 
Master's  report,   he  should  see  whether  there  was  an^rj 
ground  for  a  departure  from  the  rule. 
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1846. 
July  31. 

DAMER  r.  JOHN  LORD  PORTARLINGTON  AND  ,i ' ' 

OTHERS.  Lord  Port- 

ARLINOTON. 

DAMER  r.  HENRY  LORD  PORTARLINGTON 

AND  OTHERS. 

John  Lord  Portarlington  was  seised  of  very  large  estates  in  Suit  will  be 
Ireland,  subject  to  two  mortgages  for  56,000/.  and  344,000/.  the  defendant 
The  mortgage  for  344,000/.  was  due  to  numerous  persons,  ^-^^^  ^• 
who  had  joined  in  contributing  the  amount.    By  indentures  fiff  everything, 

in  Tesnect  of 

dated  in  September,  1832,  the  estates  were  conveyed  to  which  relief  is 

the  defendants  Wright,  Blunt,  and  Mahony,  upon  trust,  in  ^^^^*^y^Y,^ 

sase  of  default  in  payment  of  the  mortgage  money,  to  sell  ^i^i  ^^  ^  pay 

he  estates,  and  apply  the  purchase  moneys  in  satisfaction.  Buit. 

rhe  defendants  Palmer  and  Nettleship  were  the  solicitors 

if    the  defendants  Wright,  Blunt,  and   Mahony,  and  in 

hat  character  had  possession  of  the  title  deeds,  and  various 

tapers  and  documents  relating  to  the  estates.     In  March, 

.843,  a  suit  of  Mahony  v.  Portarlington  was   instituted 

D  Ireland  for  a  foreclosure,  and  for  sale  of  the  estates 

inder  the  trusts  of  the  deeds  of  September,  1832.     By  a 

deed  of  August,  1844,  the  plaintiff  became  a  trustee  of  the 

deeds  of  September,  1832.     The  defendant   Mahony  at 

that  time  retired  from  the  trust,  and  claiming  a  lien  upon 

the  rents  of  the  estate  for  certain  costs  amounting  to  the 

sum  of  1187/.,  and  to  be  indemnified  against  the  costs  of  the 

Irish  suit  of  Mahony  v.  Portarlington,  which  was  to  be 

dismissed,  the  plaintiff  satisfied  that  lien  out  of  his  own 

oaoneys,  by  paying  to  the  defendant  Mahony  the  sum  of 

500/.  in  cash,  and  giving  him  a  promissory  note  for  681/., 

and  agreed  to  provide  for  the  costs  of  dismissing  the  suit 

of  Mahony  v.  Portarlington.     In  April,  1845,  the  plaintiff 

took  an  assignment  of  500/.,  part  of  the  mortgage  of 

344,000/.,  and  immediately  afterward  filed  his  bill  in  this 

court  against  the  defendant  John  Lord  Portarlington  and 


232  REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 

1846.  cause,  no  cross  cause  being  instituted  by  him,  thai  the 
Dambk  v.  plaintiff  should  produce  his  deeds.  Besides  this  was  the 
Lord  Po»t-      ^^^g^  ^f  ^  mortgage.    How  could  the  Court,  on  the  iqifJiea- 

tion  of  a  defendant  the  mortgagor,  order  the  plaintiff^  a  mort- 
gagee to  produce  the  deeds  ?  It  was  proposed,  too,  that  on 
the  motion  of  a  defendant  his  co-defendants  should  be  ordered 
to  produce  deeds  and  documents.  That  the  motives  of  the 
defendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington  were  motives  for  which 
he  had  great  respect.  It  was  very  laudable  that  he  should 
be  desirous  to  pay  off  the  incumbrances  on  his  family  estates 
and  to  preserve  them.  That  the  known  rules  and  mode  of 
proceeding  could  not,  however,  be  departed  from,  and  the 
motion  must  be  refused. 

A  motion  was  then  made  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington,  that 
the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  might  be 
discharged;  and  that  without  prejudice  to  the  order  ap- 
pointing Mr.  Sadlier  receiver  all  further  proceedings  in 
the  suits  might  be  stayed,  the  defendant  Henry  Lord 
Portarlington  undertaking  to  pay  forthwith  to  the  plaintiff 
the  whole  of  the  principal  money  and  interest  due  to  him  as 
one  of  the  contributors  under  the  indentures  of  September, 
1832,  together  with  all  his  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
properly  incurred:  together  with  the  aforesaid  sum  of 
500/.  and  the  aforesaid  sum  of  681/.,  in  respect  of  the  pro- 
missory note,  paid  and  given  to  the  defendant  Mahony,  and 
also  the  costs  of  dismissing  the  bill  in  Mahony  v.  Lord  Port- 
arlington :  and  the  defendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington  also 
undertaking  to  pay  to  the  defendants,  respectively  entitled  as 
contributors  under  the  said  indentures,  the  whole  amount  due 
to  them  for  principal  money,  interest,  and  costs  as  such  con- 
tributors, and  their  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  properiy 
incurred ;  and  also  undertaking  to  pay  to  all  the  other  de- 
fendants their  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  properly  incurred; 
and  the  defendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington  also  sub- 
mitting to  such  other  terms,  if  any,  as  the  Court  might  direct. 
Mr.  Stuart^  Mr.  James  Parker y  and  Mr.  Follett  for  the 
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defendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington,  in  support  of  the         1846. 
motion,  dted  Praed  v.  Hull  (a),  where  Sir  John  Leach  damer  v. 
said  that  Courts  of  Equity  had  inherent  jurisdiction  to  stay  ^*"  ^®"" 
the  proceedings  in  any  cause,  and  in  any  stage  of  the  cause, 
whenever  the  defendant  would  at  once  submit  to  a  decree 
establishing  the  full  demand  made  by  the  bill,  and  the 
inrhole  relief  prayed  in  respect  of  that  demand  with  costs. 
V.  Fard{b)j  Pemberton  v.  Topham  (c),  Holden  v.  Ky- 
rtan  (d)j  Held  v.  Robinson  (e). 
Af r.  Cooper^   Mr.  Koe^  Mr.  Lowndes^  Mr.  JRolt,   Mr. 
r,  Mr.  Bagshawe^  Mr.  Toller,  Mr.  BealeSy  Mr.  Gard- 
'9  Mr.  Glassey  Mr.  Neale,  Mr.  Cory,  and  Mr.  Maxwell 
appeared  for  the  other  defendants,  and  for  the  most  part 
that  they  were  instructed  to  consent  to  the  motion. 
A4!r.  Beihell  and  Mr.  Roundell  Palmer,  for  the  plaintiff, 
heard  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 
Lord  Chancellor  said,  the  question  was  whether  the 
defendant    Henry  Lord   PortarKngton  proposed  by  the 
isciotion  to  give  to  the  plaintiff  everything,  in  respect  of 
'^^Hich  relief  was  claimed,  or  prayed,  by  the  bill,  together  with 
'^^  costs  of  the  suit.    Assuming  that  the  only  object  of  the 
bill  ^ag  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  deeds  of  Septem- 
•^^*'»    1832,  and  the  defendant  moving  was  willing  to  give 
^he  plaintiff  all  that  he  could  have — supposing  there  was  a 
decree  for  carrying  those  trusts  into  effect — then  there  could 
*^^   ^o  doubt  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  stay  the 
P^'oceedings.     That  he  did  not  at  all  differ  from  anything 

^hat   had  been  laid  down  by  the  Vice-Chancellor.     That 

tK 

®    case  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  certainly  very 

*flfepent  from  the  case  before  him.      That  things  were 

*^d  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  for  which  he  very  properly 

nought  he  could  make  no  order.     That  the  present  motion 

^^^Kbt  the  case  to  such  a  form,  that  the  principle  of  the 

^Urt  in  staying  proceedings  might  be  applied.    That  the 

J^ct  of  the  suit  was  really  met  by  that,  which  the  de- 

^**)    X  Sim.  &  Stu.  332.  W)  2  Beav.  204. 

^^i  ^  Madd.  40.  (e)  7  Beav.  66. 

^^>   1  Beav.  316. 
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Dambr  v. 
lokd  port- 
akunoton. 


fendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington  offered.  That  he  had 
looked  through  the  bill,  which  was  of  very  great  lei^th, 
in  order  to  ascertain  how  that  was :  and  he  certainly  had 
not  been  able  to  discover  any  statement  as  a  groundwork 
of  relief,  or  any  relief  actually  prayed,  except  what  g^w 
out  of,  or  was  dependent  upon,  the  deeds  of  September, 
1832.  That  as  the  defendant  Henry  Lord  Portarlington 
offered  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  all  that  he  was  individuaUy 
entitled  to  under  those  deeds ;  and  as  all  the  other  persons 
interested  under  those  deeds  were  before  the  Court,  and,  as 
he  understood,  would  consent  to  that  which  was  prayed,  he 
thought  that  the  case  came  within  the  principle  he  had 
stated,  and  that  the  order  asked  for  ought  to  be  made :  ex- 
cept that  there  could  be  no  discharge  of  the  Vice-Chanel 
lor^s  order,  which  under  the  circumstances,  was  quite  right. 


Memoranda. 


Memoranda. 

Account  of  business  depending  when  the  Court  rose  for 
the  Long  Vacation,  31st  July,  1846. 

Lord  Chancellor  Appeals  39 


Master  of  the  Rolls 
Vice-Chancbllor    op    £ng< 

LAND  (a) 

Vice-Cbancellor    Knight 
Bruce 

Vice-Chancellor  Wigram 


Pleas,  Exceptions,  Canses, 
and  Further  Directions      .    dO 

Demurrers,    Exceptions, 
Causes,  and  Farther  Di* 
rections  .        .        .107 

Demurrers,    Exceptions, 
Causes,  and  Further  Di- 
rections  4S 

Causes,  Exceptions,  Further 
Directions,  and  Objection 
for  want  of  Parties     .        .    60 


Total 


304 


(o)  Nearly  twelve  months  had 
elapsed  since  the  causes  towards 
the  head  of  his  Honour's  paper 
were  set  down. 


There  was  a  large  arrear  of 
cause  petitions  and  motions  in  this 
branch  of  the  court. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  the  Vacation  Judge.    His        ^•*^^ 
Lordship  attended  from  time  to  time  at  the  RoUs^  House,  Mbmoranda. 
to  dispose  of  such  matters  as  were  represented  to  be  of  an 
urgent  nature. 

Pressing  applications  to  discharge,  or  vary,  orders  made 
by  the  Vice-chancellors  were  heard  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
at  his  house  in  Park  Lane. 


The  usual  Annual  Order  for  closing  the  Accountant- 
General^s  Office  directed  that  the  books  of  the  Accountant- 
Oeneral  should  be  shut  from  the  15th  of  August  to  the 
29th  day  of  October  following,  to  adjust  the  accounts  of 
-^e  suitors  of  the   Court  with  the  books  kept  at  the 
(a). 
It  being  represented  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  that,  under 
he  Act  to  provide  for  the  Custody  of  Moneys  paid  in  pur- 
suance of  the  Standing  Orders  of  either  House  of  Par- 
Jament  by  Subscribers  to  Works  to  be  effected  under  the 
uthority  of  Parliament,  (1  &  2  Vict.  c.  117,)  numerous 
-.ddlway  companies,  whose  bills  were  still  depending  in  par- 
ent, would  have  occasion  to  apply  by  petition  for  the 
laransfer  and  payment  of  large  sums  of  stocks  and  moneys, 
-t,  a  period  later  than  that  fixed  for  the  closing  of  the 
ccountant-General's  Office — his  Lordship  said  that  that 
;su3  a  matter  which  had  not  escaped  his  attention.     Every 
ility  would  be  given  to  parties^  who  might  have  occasion 
present  petitions  of  that  kind,  and  there  would  be  pro- 
in  the  Accountant-GeneraFs  Office,  notwithstanding 
was  closed  to  general  business,  for  the  transfer  and  pay- 
xra^nt  of  all  such  funds  and  moneys. 


C^)  By  the  first  annual  order  of  the  books  were  ordered  to  be  shut 

^U«  kind,  which  was  issued  in  from  the  3l8t  August  to  the  14th 

J*^y,  1727,  soon  after  the  creation  October. 
^     the  Accountant- Generalship, 
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The  Lord  Chancellor,  a  few  days  after  taking  hk  seat, 
.ANDA.  noticed  the  early  period  announced  for  the  rising  of  the  Court 
for  the  Long  Vacation.  His  Lordship  said  tiiat  he  had  been 
informed  that  for  the  last  four  years  the  Court  had  not  sat 
later.  This  was  an  innovation  upon  the  ancient  practice, 
to  which  it  must  be  understood  that  he  should  not  be 
disposed  to  adhere,  unless  the  state  of  business  were  such, 
that  the  suitors  would  not  suffer  from  an  abridgment  of  the 
sitting. 

The  reporter  has  lately  heard  the  statement  that  Lord 
Eldon  usually  sat  to  the  middle  of  August  questioned. 
He  believes  that  whoever  will  examine  the  printed  reports, 
for  the  first  quarter  of  the  present  century,  may  satisfy 
himself  that  the  statement  is  correct.  The  reporter  well 
remembers  that  in  one  year  his  Lordship  was  sitting 
on  the  12th  of  August,  and  there  are  reasons  for  his 
thinking  that  that  was  not  later  than  customary.  It 
was  in  1822.  The  reporter  was  the  counsel  actually 
addressing  his  Lordship  in  Lincoln^s  Inn  Hall  when  news 
was  brought  to  him  of  the  death  of  Lord  Londonderry. 


END  OF  PART  I.  VOL.  I. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  ARTHUR  THOMAS   v 


1846. 

ISth  &  22nd 

July,  and 

I4th  Not. 


MALKIN  AND  MARY  ANN  HIS  WIFE.  t^^Jl. 

Malkin. 

Thomas  Bband  by  his  will  bequeathed  the  dividends  of  cer-  A  gift  to  the 
tain  monies  in  the  funds  to  his  wife,  Deborah  Brand,  for  administnton 
lier  life,  and  after  her  death  for  the  benefit  of  John  Carr,  of oneof  scvCTal 

'  ^  ^ '   tenants  for  life 

and  of  Susannah  the  wife  of  the  said  John  Carr,  for  their  of  a  fund,  con- 
foint  lives,  and  of  the  survivor  for  his  or  her  life,  and  after  the  estate  of 
the  death  of  the  survivor  the  principal  funds  were  to  be  uff  ,Jfd  u  n^l 
applied  as  Susannah  Carr  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  e^^  i"  trust  for 

.  ,  1  •  1       •     •     1  I*      1  1  . ,    tlie  next-of- 

ippomtment  then  the  said  principal  funds  were  to  be  paid  kin  of  such 

uid  applied  unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  executors  or  ^^'^'n  ^j^    \ 

kdministrators  of  the  said  Susannah,  the  wife  of  the  said  <^^s  ^  ^luch 

Tohn  Carr.    Susannah  Carr  died  in  1828,  leaving  the  de-  have  been  held 

lendant  Mary  Ann  Malkin,  her  only  child  and  sole  next  of  Slfontkl^pro!' 

Idn.      John  Carr  died  in  1838,  having  by  his  will  be-  needed  upon  a 

supposed  inten- 

qaeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  daughter,  tion,  derived 
the  said  defendant  Mary  Ann  Malkin.     Deborah  Brand  terms^d  pro- 
died  in  1841.     In  these  circumstances  the  question  was  ywioo'ofthc 

instrument, 

whether,  under  the  bequest  to  the  executors  or  adminis-  controlling  the 
trators  of  the  said  Susannah  Carr,  the  reversionary  interest  Sary^and  legal 
in  the  funds  aforesaid  constituted  part  of  her  estate,  which  "^®*J^"»?  of  *^e 

*   ^  ^  ^  '  words  used. 

John  Carr,  having  survived  her,  took  jure  niariti,  or  whether      The  evidence 

of  such  inten- 
tion ought  to 
be  very  strong  to  justify  a  construction  inconsistent  with  the  ordinary  and 
legal  meaning  of  the  words  used. 

Too  easy  a  departure  from  the  ordinary  meaning  leads  to  uncertainty,  and 
tends  to  make  every  case  the  subject  of  unsatisfactory  speculation  as  to  the 
author's  intention. 

Norm. — ^The  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment  was  in  writing.  These  placita,  it 
will  be  seen,  are  borrowed  from  it. 
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1846.         a  trust  was  created  for  her  next  of  kin.    As  in  the 
Attobnbt-       case  the  amount  of  the  probate  and  legacy  duty  would 
iSk^  *•      greater  than  m  the  second  case,  the  Attorney-General  h»^ 

filed  this  information  to  determine  the  point,  and  the 
by  special  order  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Ix> 
Chancellor  on  the  original  hearing. 

Mr.  Romilly  and  Mr.  Maule  for  the  Attorney-Gene 
argued  that  the  principal  funds  were  part  of  the  estate 
Susannah  Carr. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Gardner  argued  that  there 
trust  for  her  next  of  kin. 

The  material  cases  cited  are  noticed  in  the  judgments 

Lord  Chancellor. — ^The  gift  under  Thomas  Brand's 
subject  to  a  life  estate  to  his  widow,  and  to  life  estates 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Carr  and  the  survivor^  and  a  power  of 
pointment  to  Mrs.  Carr  which  was  not  executed,  wa»     *^ 
trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  funds  in  question  onto  and 
the  benefit  of  the   executors  or  administrators  of 
Carr.     Mrs.  Carr  died  first,  then  Mr.  Carr,  and  after 
death  of  both,  the  testator's  widow,  who  was  entitled      '^'^ 
life,  died,  and  the  question  is  whether  these  fiinds 
part  of  the  estate  of  Mr.  Carr,  that  is,  whether  they 
part  of  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Carr,  for  although  they  wer^^ 
reversionary  interest,  which  never  could  fall  into  posses*  ^^ 
during  the  coverture,  yet  as   the  husband   survived       ^ 
became  entitled  to  such  reversionary  interest,  if  it  foiu^ 
part  of  his  wife's  estate.     Does  then  a  gift  to  the  execute:^ 
or  administratoi*s  of  one  of  several  tenants  for  life  of  a  fii^^* 
constitute  part  of  the  estate  of  such  tenant  for  life,  or  is  i 
gift  in  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  such  person  ?     It  see 
strange  that  this  should  be  made  a  question.     The  title 
the  tenant  for  life  was  admitted  and  assumed  in  Saberton 
Sheets  (a),  and  Walter  v.  Makin  (ft).     It  was  precisely  t 
case  which  I  had  to  consider  in  Daniel  v.  Dudley  (c),  an 
although  there  was  not  a  formal  decision  of  the  point, 

(a)  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  587.  (6)  6  Sim.  14S. 

(c)  1  Phil.  1. 
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iomn^d  and  expressed  a  lerj  decided  opinion  in  the  affinnatiTe        1846. 

i>ftlie  proposition.  The  Vice-Cbancellor  had  in  that  case  de-  AiroEiiar. 

dded  that  the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  were  entitled,  founding  ^»m«ial  «. 

tliAt;  opinion  upon  what  he  conceived  to  be  a  clear  manifesta- 

tiort  of  intention  to  exclude  the  husband,  a  circumstance  most 

Material  if  there  had  been  expressions  from  which  a  gift  to 

the     jQext  of  kin  of  the  wife  could  have  been  supported. 

B-es^ing  as  that  decision  does  upon  this  ground  it  is  no  au- 

ii^^^ritj  in  support  of  the  affinnative  of  the  general  propo- 

sitioxi.    Upon  the  same  principle  the  Vice-Chancellor  in 

Sn^i^Ji  V.  J)udleg(a)  held  that  an  ultimate  trust  of  the  wife's 

property  for  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  wife  of 

1^^>^    own  family,  was  a  gift  to  her  next  of  kin ;  but  in  that 

Cftse  liiB  Honour  held  that  an  ultimate  trust  of  the  hus- 

vftxici'^s  property  to  his  executors  or  administrators  of  his 

own     fiimily  gave  him  the  absolute  property.      So  far, 

^'^tt'-efore,    from    that   case   being   an   authority  for   the 

™>'ixiative  of  the  general  proposition,   it  decided    that 

^^    liddition  of  the  words  '^of  his  own  family'"  did  not 

prevent  the  gift  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of 

^     husband    takii^    effect  as  a  gift    to    himself.      In 

^^^^Bt^r  V.  Jaj/{b)j  both  the  learned  judges  who  decided 

"^t  case,  but  particularly  Lord  Brougham,  founded  their 

<^uiioii8  upon  particular  terms  and  provisions  of  the  settle- 

^"^^i^t  as  controlling  the  ordinary  and  natural  meaning  of  the 

^^.     In  Daniel  v.  Dudley  (c)^  Grafftey  v.  Humpage{d)^ 

^^  cited  as  favourable  to  the  claim  of  the  next  of  kin,  but 

^  fiur  as  it  is  applicable  at  all  to  the  present  question  it  is 

^  authority  against  it.     The  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 

^Us  assumed  that  a  reservation,  after  a  life  estate  to  the 

^^>  to  her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  gave  the 

i^perty  to  the  surviving  husband,  but  that  it  was  con- 

'^'^Qd  by  the  husband's  covenant  to  settle  all  the  wife^s 

P^perty  for  the  benefit  of  her  next  of  kin.     It  appears 

^«)  9  Sim.  126.  (c)  1  Phill.  6. 

Jf^^  4  Sun.  54;  and  3  Myl.  &         {d)  1  Beav.  46. 

r2 
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1846.         then  that  in  all  the  cases  in  which  the  next  of  kin  hai 
ArroBNBT.       been  held  entitled,  the  decision  has  proceeded  upon  a 
M^'ww^  ^'      P<>s®d  intention  derived  from  peculiar  terms  and  provisioi 

of  the  instrument,  controlling  the  admitted  ordinary 
legal  meaning  of  the  words  used.     Whether  in  all  th< 
cases  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  such  intention 
immaterial  to  the  present  purpose,  for  all  the  cases 
that  without  evidence  of  such  intention  the  next  of 
would  not  be  entitled.     I  cannot,  however,  abstain 
observing  that  such  evidence  ought  to  be  very  strong 
justify  a  construction  inconsistent  with  the  ordinary 
legal  meaning  of  the  words  used.     That  such  cases 
exist  cannot  be  doubted,  for  the  words  being  only 
media  through  which  the  meaning  is  conveyed  it  is  uni 
terial  what  words  are  used,  if  we  are  sufficiently  infoi 
what  meaning  they  are  intended  to  bear ;  but  the  hc^' 
probability  that  the  author  of  the  instrument  intended  ^1 
the  words  used  should  be  understood  according  to  tlx 
ordinary  and  legal  meaning  is  so  strong,  that  slight  circia 
stances  cannot  be  considered  as  sufficient  evidence  o^ 
contrary  intention.     Too  easy  a  departure  from  the  o: 
nary  meaning  leads  to  uncertainty,  and  tends  to  make  ev 
case  the  subject  of  unsatisfactory  speculation  as  to  the 
thor''s  intention.   In  the  present  case  the  testator  must  Hi 
had  one  of  three  objects  in  view — ^first,  to  give  it  to 
executors  or  administrators  of  Mr.  Carr  for  their  own 
and  benefit — secondly,  in  trust  for  his  next  of  kin,  ai 
thirdly  to  Mrs.  Carr  herself,  or  rather  to  throw  it  into 
estate.     The  first  is  the  most  improbable,  the  second    ^^^^^ 
much  less  so,  and  if  that  had  been  his  intention  could       '^^ 
have  taken  this  method  of  eflecting  his  purpose  ?     But  if^     ^^ 
appears  to  have  been  the  fact,  Mrs.  Carr  was  the  objeot^ 
his  bounty,  what  can  be  more  natural  than  that  afier 
viding  for  the  life  estates  and  giving  to  Mrs.  Carr  all    ^^'^^ 
powers  over  the  fund  necessary  to  secure  the  enjojineii^    ^ 
property  by  a  married  woman,  he  should  give  to  her      -^ 
that  might  not  be  exhausted  by  these  other  provisioi 
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The  construeiioD,  therefore,  which  I  put  upon  this  instru-         1846. 
ment  preserves  the  ordinary  legal  meaning  of  the  words  ATTOurir. 
used,  18  in  accordance  with  the  great  weight  of  authority,  Salkuc^  ^' 
and  most  consistent  with  the  apparent  and  probable  inten- 
tion of  the  testator.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  husband 
became  entitled  to  this  reversionary  interest  jure  mariti, 
and  that  the  probate  and  legacy  duty  is  payable  upon  it  as 
part  of  his  estate. 


L.C. 
LAWRENCE  AN  INFANT  v.  RICHARD  BOWLE        iw»! 


V. 


AND  ROBERT  MAEER  AND  ANN  HIS  WIFE,    lawmnc.  .. 

BOWLB. 

TThb  plaintiff  was  the  only  child  of  Paul  Lawrence,  a  large  A  penon,  j^ar. 
^urmer,  who  died  intestate  in  the  year  1837.    The  de-  anadminktn. 
Pendant,  Ann  Maeer,  was  his  widow  and  administratrix.  ^^^^^^ 
^The  defendant  Bowie  was  the  plaintiff^s  maternal  uncle.  P«y  ^l>^  ^^  u 

ftble,  ptrdci- 

TFhe  object  of  the  bill  was  to  secure  the  plaintiff's  share  of  pates  in  a  de* 
Ills  father's  farming  stock.     The  defendant  Bowie  had  sue-  ^^suS^pcnon 
needed  the  intestate  in  one  of  his  farms,  and  was  in  posses-  ™^^  P*7  ^- 

tereit  at  5  per 

aion  of  such  fanning  stock.     By  his  answer  he  alleged  that  cent. 
soon  after  the  intestate's  death,  the  stock  had  been  sold  to  ^ ^  co^bntion 
him  by  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer,  and  that  it  was  agreed  *<>  *^«  «>«*«  ^- 

tween  sach 

that  he  should  pay  for  it  when  he  should  be  able.  The  penon  and  the 
answer  contained  passages  from  which  it  was  manifest  he  n*""*****™^- 
knew  that  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer  sold,  as  administratrix ; 
that  the  stock  was  part  of  the  intestate's  personal  estate ; 
and  that  if  it  was  not  wanted  for  the  payment  of  debts  two 
tliird  parts  would  belong  to  the  infant  plaintiff.  A  motion 
was  made  before  the  Vice-chancellor  of  England  to  restrain 
ihe  defendant  Bowie  from  disposing  of  the  farming  stock ; 
and  his  Honour  having  refused  the  motion  upon  some  im- 
material technical  grounds,  it  was  renewed  before  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  when  the  merits  were  discussed,  the  technical 
grounds  of  objection  having  been  removed. 


Bowls. 
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1345.  Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr,  Cooke  for  the  motiefii,  cited  Downm 

LAwmiKOB  •.    V.  Power  (a). 

Mr.  BmpeU  and  Mr.  Q.  L.  Russell  a^inst  the  raotmi. 

Lord  Ltkohukst  said  that  according  to  the  defendaat 
Bowlegs  statement  of  the  agreement  m  his  answer,  the 
defendant  Ann  Maeer,  the  administratrix,  conM  not  at  law 
recover  against  him  the  price  of  the  farming  stock.  The 
defendant  Bowie  was  not  to  pay  for  the  farming  stock  nntil 
he  should  be  able.  If  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer  had,  as 
the  defendant  Bowie  swore,  entered  into  such  an  agree- 
ment, would  it  not  be  incumbent  upon  her  to  show  at  law 
that  the  defendant  Bowie  was  able  to  make  the  payment ; 
and  in  what  way  was  that  to  be  done  i  Now  the  defendant 
Bowie,  at  the  time  when  this  agreement  was  made,  was 
well  acquainted  with  the  character  in  which  the  defendant 
Ann  Maeer  was  selling  the  farming  stock.  She  was  hie 
sister,  and  he  was  well  aware  that  she  sold  in  her  character 
of  administratrix.  He  knew  also  of  the  intestacy,  and  thai 
subject  to  any  claim  of  debts,  two  thirds  of  the  farming 
stock,  or  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  would  belong  to  hk 
nephew,  the  infant  plaintiff.  The  defendant  Bowie  there- 
fore knew  that  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer  was  committing 
a  breach  of  duty  or  devastavit  as  regarded  the  entire 
farming  stock  in  question,  supposing  there  to  be  any  debtor 
and  a  breach  of  trust  or  devastavit  as  regarded  the  two 
thirds  belonging  to  the  infant  plaintiff,  suj^kmsii^  all  the 
debts  to  be  satisfied.  It  was  clearly  settled  wh«?e  a  poi^ 
chaser  participated  in  the  breach  of  duty  or  devastavit  of 
an  executor  or  administrator,  that  the  sale  was  invalid,  and 
not  only  a  creditor  but  a  legatee,  or  next  of  kin,  migfai 
follow  the  assets.  It  was  enough  that  the  purchaser  knew 
that  he  was  buying  from  an  executor  or  administrator.  If 
the  terms  of  the  purchase  were  such  as  to  be  incoosisteiit 
with  the  due  administration  of  the  assets,  the  purehaser 
became  implicated  in  the  devastavit.  Here  the  tranaaotieD 
was  plainly  a  vi(dation  of  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer's  doty, 

(a)  2  Ba.  &  Bea.  498. 
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as  tJbe  penonal  representative  of  her  husband.    There  must         1B46. 
be    ^un  injunction,  unless  the  parties  could  oome  to  some  Lawbhtob*. 

BOWLB. 


consequoice  of  a  suggestion  made  by  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
the  ckfendant  Bowie  gave  an  undertaking  to  keep  on  the 
S^arxxsL  stoek  of  not  less  than  850/.  in  value,  that  being  the 
PK'^^portion  of  the  stock  which  would  belong  to  the  infant 
pl^^x:k.ti£^  in  respect  of  his  two-third  parts  of  his  father  the 
'"'^^^tate's  personal  estate. 


le  above  cause  had  by  special  order  been  set  down  to         i846. 
^  beard  before  Lord  Lyndhurst.     It  now  came  on  before    ^p^^  3^' 
'^^'^     Xiord  Chancellor  upon  the  original  bearing.     No  evi-  ^        -        ' 


was  gone  into  either  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  or 
defendants. 

.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Cooke^  for  the  plaintiff,  said  that 

^^  x^ext  friend  was  satisfied  with  the  price  which  the  de- 

^^^^aiant  Bowie  had  agreed  to  give  for  the  stock.    They 

^^^i^^fore  insisted  that  the  defendant  Bowie  should  pay  such 

into  court,  and  that  until  payment  of  such  price 

iMKirt,  the  undertaking  to  keep  on  the  farm  stock  of 

less  than  8502.  in  value,  should  be  continued ;  that  the 

^^fecidant  Bowie  should  pay  interest  at  5/.  per  cent,  upon 

^^^  price  from  the  time  of  the  sale,  either  upon  the  ground 

^"^^■^tioned  in  Hyde  v.  Price  and  Hart  v.  Cradock  (a),  or  on 

^^    ground  of  the  devastavit,  and  that  the  defendants 

'^^^le  and  Maeer  and  wife  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

^Ci:.  HompeU  and  Mr.  O.  L.  Russelly  for  the  defendant 

'^^^^le,  insisted  that  the  plaintiff's  remedy  was  against  the 

^^^fiondant  Ann  Maeer  only,  and  that  the  defendant  Bowie 

^^^4  nothing  to  do  with  the  alleged  devastavit  or  breach  of 

^^y*     He  bad  purchased  as  any  stranger  might  have  pur- 

^*macid,  making  the  best  terms  for  himself  that  he  could. 

»«  ovfiki  not  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit.    That 

»  any  decree  was  to  be  made  against  him  for  payment  of 

(a)  ]  G.  P.  Coop.  308. 
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u 

BOWJLB. 


ig^6.        the  price  of  the  farming   stock  into  court,  the  interest 
Lawrxncb  r.    ought  to  be  calculated  at  4/.  per  cent,  only,  the  rate  with 

which  the  Court  usually  charges  parties.  That  if  the 
plaintiff  was  to  have  the  costs  of  the  suit,  the  same  should 
be  ordered  to  be  paid  in  moieties,  the  one  moiety  by  the 
defendant  Bowie,  and  the  other  moiety  by  the  defendants 
Maeer  and  wife ;  that  if  the  costs  were  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  the  defendants  jointly,  it  was  to  be  expected  that  the 
next  friend  could  compel  the  defendant  Bowie  to  pay  the 
whole  amount,  and  he  would  then  be  under  the  necessity  of 
taking  proceedings  in  order  to  have  a  contribution,  and  thus 
there  would  be  further  litigation. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Smith  for  the  defendants 
Maeer  and  wife  said,  that  by  her  answer  she  denied  that 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  defendant  Bowie  became 
possessed  of  the  farming  stock  were  such  as  he  alleged. 
Her  statement  was  that  the  farming  stock  was  placed  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendant  Bowie  under  an  agreement^  by 
the  terms  of  which  he  was  to  pay  the  rent  of  the  farm,  allow 
her  interest  at  the  rate  of  5L  per  cent,  upon  the  value  of 
the  stock,  and  keep  any  surplus  profit  for  his  own  benefit, 
in  consideration  of  his  trouble.  It  was  expressly  stipulated 
that  the  farming  stock  itself  should  still  remain  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer  as  administratrix.  It 
was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  defendants  Maeer  and 
wife  ought  not  to  be  ordered  to  pay  any  part  of  the  costs 
of  the  suit. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  Lord  Lyndhurst,  when 
he  compelled  the  defendant  Bowie  to  ^ve  an  undertaking 
to  keep  upon  the  farm  stock  of  the  value  of  850/.,  had 
thought  that  the  defendant  Bowie,  having  entered  into  a 
contract  to  buy  from  an  administratrix — whom  he  knew  to 
be  such — a  considerable  part  of  the  assets,  upon  terms 
which  were  a  violation  of  her  duty,  had  participated  in  the 
devastavit,  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
pursue  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Bowie. 
There  could  be  no  doubt  that  this  conclusion  was  correct. 
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Flie    defendant  Bowie  was  properly  made  a  party  to  the        1846.^ 

sui't^     The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  proceed  against  him  as  Lawrsncb  v. 

well  Jtt  against  the  defendant  Ann  Maeer;  the  next  friend  ^^^^ 

of   tJbe  plaintiff  being  satisfied  with  the  price,  the  decree 

mujs'fe  direct  the  defendant  Bowie  to  bring  that  price  into 

Comix*t  with  interest ;  the  rate  of  interest  must  be  5L  per 

cen-^.     The  gromid  upon  which  he  should  direct  5/.  per 

cezm^.  to  be  paid  was  that  there  had  been  a  breach  of  duty 

aino-unting  to  a  devastavit,  and  the  defendant  Bowie  had 

paarbicipated  in  that  breach  of  duty.    It  was  not  necessary 

to     consider  any  other  ground  for  charging  the  defendant 

Bo^virle  with  that  rate  of  interest.     The  other  question  was 

AB    -fco  the  costs.     Now,  according  to  the  answer  of  the 

d^^exidant  Ann  Maeer,  she  had  not  performed  her  duty  as 

A^isaiiiistratrix ;  assuming  that  her  representation  of  the 

ion  was  correct,  and  that  there  was  no  sale  of  the 

stock,  but  it  was  placed  in  the  defendant  Bowlegs 

upon  the  terms  she  alleged,  she  had  done  what  she 

^^K^t  not  to  have  done.    All  the  debts  of  the  intestate  ap- 

to  have  been  satisfied.     She  ought  therefore  to 

realized  the  farming  stock,  or  at  least  the  infant 

plaintiff^s  two  thirds  of  it,  and  to  have  placed  the  proceeds 

^x^  tbe  £3  per  Cents.     Instead  of  that  she  had,  according 

to  lier  own  representation,  authorized  the  defendant  Bowie 

to  carry  on  the  business  of  his  farm  by  means  of  this  stock. 

She  had  exposed  the  infant  plaintiff's  portion  of  the  stock 

to  this  risk.     This  was  a  manifest  devastavit  as  between 

her  and  the  plaintiff.     It  was  a  fortunate  thing  for  her  and 

W  husband  the  defendant  Robert  Maeer,  that  it  did  not 

seem  likely  that  they  would  sustain  any  loss  beyond  the 

<^o^  of  the  suit  (a).     The  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to 

^ve  a  decree  for  the  entire  costs  of  the  suit,  both  against 

Ae  defendant  Bowie,  and  the  defendants  Maeer  and  wife. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  that  decree  as  to  the 

W  The  devastavit  was  prior  to  fendant  Robert  Maeer  was  of 
w*  nttrriage :  but  as  long  as  the  course  liable.  See  Adair  v. 
coverture  should  subsist,  the  de-      Shaw,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  263. 
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1846. 

Lawsbmoiv. 
Bowls. 


costs,  and  the  next  friend  would  lery  tbem  as  he  nigfat  be 
advised.   Whether  in  such  a  case  there  eoold,  or  eonld  not, 
be  any  contribution  between  the  deCradant  Bewle,  and  the- 
defendants  Maeer  and  wife,  whether  or  not  they  were 
wrong-doers  of  that  kind  that  contribution  eonld  not  be 
enforced,  supposing,  as  the  defendant  Bowie  seemed  to- 
anticipate,  he  should  be  obliged  to  pay  the  whole  amount,, 
it  was  quite  unnecessary  to  consider  (a). 


1846. 
Nov.  13. 

Andrews  v. 
lockwood. 

Right  to  begin 
when  the  ap- 
peal was  from 
an  order  allow- 
ing a  plea. 


ANDREWS  V.  LOCKWOOD. 

Mr.  James  Parker^  for  the  plaintiff  the  i^peUmt, 
proceeding  to  open  this  appeal,  which  was  from  an  o: 
allowing  a  plea  to  the  whole  bill,  when  Mr.  Heaihfield  fei 
the  defendant  the  respondent  contended  that,  this  beii^ 
re-hearing,  he  had  a  right  to  begin,  as  the  oouneel  for  th< 
respondent  had  been  heard  first  in  the  court  below.     Bn 
the  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  in  the  ease  of  a  plea  it 
immaterial  who  began  in  the  court  below.     The  practioe 
&r  back  as  he  recollected  had  always  been  that  the 
pellant  should  begin.     See  before  page  71.     See  also 
ensuing  case. 


1846. 
Not.  16. 

'^ . ' 

Bill  r.  Lord 

MBXBOaOUOH. 

Right  to  begin 
in  general  on 
appeal  to  Lord 
Chancellor. 


BELL  V.  LORD  MEXBOROUGH. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  allowing  a  demurrer  to 
the  whole  bill  for  want  of  equity,  and  Mr.  Siuart  for  the 
appellant  the  plaintiff  was  ^bout  to  acquiesce  in  the  claim 
made  by  Mr.  James  Parker  for  the  respondent,  the  defend- 
ant, upon  the  grounds  stated  in  the  last  case,  that  the  latter 


(a)  See  Sir  Samuel  Romilly'B  reply,  Lm§mrd  v.  BnmU^,  I  V< 
&  Bea.  114. 


I 
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entitled  to  begin,  when  the  Lord  GhancelkM*  interposed,  ^184€. 
d  Slid  that  the  i^pellant  had  a  right  to  begin  in  all  caaes,  Bbll  «.  lam 
:cept  where  the  appeal  ia  brought  from  the  whole  of  the 
<nee  upon  the  original  hearing. 


See  before,  page  66  and  pages  68  to  72.     At  page  72, 
^er  the  head  of  appeal  from  an  order  on  further  direo- 
"xis,  it  should  have  been  stated  that  in  the  cases  of 
^c^weff  V.  Howell^  Wood  v.  Cox^  and  Loy  v.  Duckett  the 
'Mjansel  for  the  defendants  the  appellants  began. 


might  to  begin — Cause  set  down  upon  objection  for  want 

j)arties.     Since  the  remarks  at  page  66  were  printed, 

^2e-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  has  said  that  the  course 

ich  he   had  taken,  unless  it  was   otherwise   arranged 

"ween  the  parties,  was  to  allow  the  defendant  to  begin. 

t,'Oen.  v.  CrardMr^  2  Coll.  564.    The  reporter  has  been 

rmed  that  the  same  course  has  been  taken  in  the  courts 

^^Jie  Vioe-Chancellor  of  England  and  the  Vice-Chancellor 

gnun. 


1846. 
Not.  19. 

CHUCK  V.  CREMER.  c^^^ 

Crbmsk. 

before,  p.  206.    Mr.  James  Parker  for  the  defendant  A  party  in 
renewed  the  motion,  stating  that  the  answer  had  been  ^^e  a  ^SaSo^i 
and  that  a  tender  had  been  made  of  the  costs  of  the  T^^?'J^' 

though  he  cti 

tempt.      Besides  the  plaintiff  had  moved   upon  the  not  moye  onii 
wer,  and  so  wuved  the  contempt,  Hoskins  v.  Lloyd  (a),  cleared.     ^ 
^^Ir.  ItoU  for  the  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  defendant      ^^*^  "f^r 

*■  ence  to  cieann 

d  not  be  heard  upon  a  motion,  notice  of  which  had  contempt  the 

.   J     ,        ,  .  ^         ^  answer  mnstli 

31  giyen  at  a  period  when  he  was  m  contempt ;  moreover  uOcen  aa  tuffi- 

dent  until  ez- 
oeptiotia  are  actually  allonrec 
Moving  upon  the  answer  i 
a  waiver  of  the  contempt. 
(«)  I  Sim.  ar  SliL  393. 


L 
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1846.        the  answer  was  insufBcient.     Exceptions  had  been  taken  to 
Chuck  p.         it,  and  were  now  depending  before  the  Master.     Wallop  v. 

Brown  (a). 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  there  was  nothing  to 
prevent  a  party  giving  a  notice  of  motion  whilst  he  was  in 
contempt,  although,  except  in  certain  cases,  the  motion 
could  not  be  heard  until  the  contempt  was  cleared.  That 
it  was  true  that  an  insufficient  answer  was  no  answer ;  but 
still  in  cases  of  this  kind  until  an  answer  was  actually  re- 
ported insufficient  it  must  be  presumed  to  be  sufficient. 
That  if  the  contempt  was  not  cleared  then  the  moving 
upon  the  answer  was  a  waiver. 


See  before,  pages  208 — 223. — Principal  cases  upon  the 
question  when  parties  in  contempt  can,  and  when  they 
cannot,  be  heard. — The  abstract  of  the  ensuing  case  has 
been  inadvertently  omitted.  In  £lrpe  v.  Smithy  1  C.  P. 
Coop.  110,  there  was  a  decree  nisi,  when  the  defendant, 
having  been  served  with  the  usual  subpoena  to  show  cause 
why  the  decree  should  not  be  binding  and  absolute,  ob- 
tained an  order  that  upon  tender  or  payment  to  the  plaintiff 
of  the  costs  of  the  default  the  cause  should  be  again  set 
down  to  be  heard,  in  order  that  he  might  show  cause 
against  the  decree.  At  the  time  the  defendant  obtained 
this  order  he  was  in  contempt  for  breach  of  an  injunction 
issued  in  the  cause.  The  plaintiff  moved  to  discharge  such 
order  for  irregularity  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  at 
the  date  of  it  was  in  such  contempt.  The  defendant  insisted, 
for  reasons,  which  need  not  be  here  mentioned,  that  the  ser- 
vice of  the  subpoena  to  show  cause  was  inoperative.  Lord 
Cottenham  said  that  the  rule  that  a  defendant  in  contempt 
shall  not  be  heard  could  not  extend  to  a  step  necessitated 
by  the  proceedings  of  the  plaintiff.     That  if  the  plaintiff 

(a)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  223,  Belt's  ed. 
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quiet  it  was  not  in  general  competent  for  the  de-        W46^ 
fendant,  being  in  contempt,  to  make  any  application  unless  Cruck  v. 
to  clear  it.     If,  therefore,  the  subpoena  were  duly  served,  ^"■'*** 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  order  for  setting  down 
the  cause  again ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  service  of  the 
subpoena  were,  as  was  contended,  a  nullity,  the  defendant 
being  in  contempt  was  not  entitled  to  the  order  for  setting 
down  the  cause  again,  as  there  would  be  no  proceeding  of 
the  plaintiif  to  render  any  step  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
requisite. 


L.C. 

June, 
1846. 


NEWMAN  V.  RING.  NKWMXNr. 

Ring. 

The  bill  was  to  restrain  an  action  at  law.     Exceptions  O^erniaifor 
were  taken  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency,  and  the  Master  mon  i^^^,^* 
havins  reported  the  order  to  be  insufficient,  an  order  for  *?  ^  absolute, 

o      r       ^   ^         ^  '  if  no  cause 

the  common  injunction  was  served.     A  further  answer  shown  before 

-       .       ,  «.  J  J  •  •  i.      J*       1       xi       •   •        !•        the  rising  of  the 

iiavmg  been  filed,  an  order  nisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction  Court  ;--iti8 
was  served.     The  day  for  showing  cause  was  the  25th  drfenSt^r^* 
February.     On  the  25th  February  the  counsel  for  the  solicitor,  before 
plaintiif  signed  an  undertaking  to  show  cause  on  the  merits  the  action,  to 
on  the  next  motion  day,  and  handed  the  same  to  the  regis-  ^*^^^]^« 
trar.    On  the  same  25th  of  February  the  counsel  for  the  to  show  cause 

on  the  merits 

defendants,  to  whom  a  brief  of  the  pleadings  had  been  hasbeenhandeci 
delivered,  moved  upon  an  affidavit  of  service  to  make  the  *  *  registrar. 
rule  nisi  for  dissolving  the  injunction  absolute,  and  an  order 
was  made  accordingly,  unless  cause  should  be  shown  before 
the  rising  of  the  Court.  On  the  28th  February  a  declara- 
tion was  served  in  the  action  at  law ;  but  after  that  time 
the  solicitor  of  the  defendants,  upon  applying  to  the  regis- 
trar for  the  order  to  dissolve  the  injunction  absolute,  was 
told  that  an  undertaking  had  been  given  to  show  cause 
npon  the  merits,  and  that  in  consequence  the  order  for 
dissolving  the  injunction  absolute  could  not  be  drawn  up. 
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1M6.  The  plaintifl^  having  in  breach  of  ike  iiqunction  been 
VmwuAs  «.  served  with  the  declaration,  moved  before  the  Vice-Chan- 
^'^®*  eellor  of  En^and,  to  whose  court  the  cause  belonged,  that 

the  defendants  might  be  committed  for  contempt,  inaJBting 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  solicitor  of  the  def<»idants  to 
ascertain  that  no  undertaking  had  been  given  on  the  25th 
before  he  ventured  to  serve  the  declaration.  This  motion 
being  refused  was  renewed  before  Lord  Lyndhurst. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Olasse  for  the  plaintiff  in  support 
of  the  motion  referred  to  Smithes  Practice,  voK  i.,  pages 
47land476,  edit,  of  1834. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Perry  for  the  defendants  in 
opposition  to  the  motion. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  it  was  quite  clear  that  there  had 
been  a  breach  of  the  injunction.  The  practice  of  the 
Court  was  plain  ;  he  had  consulted  the  registrar,  who  enters 
tained  no  doubt  upon  the  subject.  On  the  25th  Febmaij 
the  defendants  might  have  moved,  if  they  had  thought  fit» 
as  of  course  that  the  order  nisi  should  be  made  absolute. 
They  need  not  have  delivered  to  counsel  any  brief  of  the 
pleadings.  The  common  hand  brief  would  have  been  8u£EU 
cient,  and  the  injunction  would  have  been  dissolved,  unless 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  had  in  the  course  of  the  day 
undertaken  to  show  cause  on  the  merits  at  the  next  motion 
day  why  the  injunction  should  not  be  dissolved.  This 
undertaking  was  usually  given  by  the  junior  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  who  signed  a  common  hand  brief  and  delivered  it  to 
the  registrar.  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  ^s  oounad 
to  be  furnished  with  a  brief  of  the  pleadings,  nntil  the  time 
for  showing  cause  on  the  merits  arrived.  If  the  defendants 
instead  of  instructing  their  counsel  to  move  as  of  couDse 
that  the  order  nisi  might  be  made  absolute — instead  of  fiuv 
nishing  their  counsel  with  the  conmion  hand  brief,  thought 
fit  to  deliver  him  a  brief  of  the  pleadings,  and  the  motion 
for  dissolving  the  injunction  absolute  was  made  by  thdr 
counsel  in  open  court,  it  was  nevertheless  incumbent  upon 
the  solicitor  of  the  defendants  to  ascertain  whether  tlie 
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had  not  adopted  a  diflbrent   course,  and  simply         18*6^ 
instructed  his  counsel  to  sign  the  common  undertaking,  Niwmanv. 
which  is  ordinarily  banded  to  the  registrar.     Although  by  ^*'®' 
the   terms  of  the  order  nisi,  cause  is  to  be  shown  on  the 
day  therein  mentioned,  yet  that  had  been  found  in  some 
cumcQ  inconvenient — perhaps  impossible  (a).     In  other  cases 
it  IumI  been  found  that  it  would  be  attended  with  unneces- 
Btury    expense — for  instance,  suppose  the  plaintiff  did  not 
aho'wr  cause  on  the  merits,  the  brief  of  the  pleadings  deli- 
vered to  the  defendants^  counsel  would  be  useless,  and  it 
appesu'ed  by  the  passage  which  had  been  read  from  Mr. 
SmitJi^s  book  (i),  that  the  briefs  would  not  be  allowed  in 
the  'taxation  of  costs.     Partly  then  for  convenience  or  from 
neceaeity,  and  partly  to  save  expense,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
coixipcllable  actually  to  show  cause  on  the  merits  on  the 
^y   noentioned  in  the  order  nisi,  but  he  gave  an  under- 
ttlripg  by  his  counsel  to  show  such  cause  upon  the  next 
motion  day.     This  was  the  practice  of  the  Court,  with 
^"''^oh  the  solicitor  of  the  defendants  must  be  presumed  to 
be    acquainted,  and  he  ought   to  have   informed   himself 
whether  this  undertaking  had  been  given  to  the  registrar. 
From  want  of  knowledge,  or  from  neglect,  he  had  omitted 
to  make  this  inquiry.     Had  application  been  made  to  the 
^^^Sistrar,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  prior  to   the   28th 
Februar}',  when  the  declaration  was  served,  the  solicitor  of 
^e    defendants  would    have  learned  that  the  plaintiff's 
^^^^^inael  had  given  an  undertaking  to  show  cause  upon  the 
>i>^tB  on  the  next  motion  day.    The  solicitor  of  the 
defendants  had  not  done  so,  he  had  rested  satisfied  with 
^  indorsement  on  counsel's  brief  made  vnthout  any  know- 
'^dge  cf  the  undertaking.     He  must  abide  by  the  conse- 
queuo^B,  a  breach  of  the  injunction  had  been  committed, 
^  il>  signified  not  whether  it  was  through  ignorance  or 

(a)  8«e  wbftt  was  said  by  the      552. 
Attof  iiey43eiieral  as  amiciis  curiaB         (jb)  Vol.  i.  page  471. 
m  BoMmm  t.  Warden  5  Vea. 
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1846.  negligence.    It  was  not  desired  that  the  defendants  should 

Nbwmak  v.  he  committed,  but  they  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 

Ring.  cation. 


1846. 

Nov.  12. 

' « ' 


DecUntion  In  the  above  suit  the  injunction  was  dissolved  after 

ctfcommon^-    unsuccessful  attempt  to  show  cause  upon  merits  confi 


jonction.— Mo-  ^y  the  answer.     About  the  same  time  the  money  sought 

and  order  that '  be  recovered  in  the  action,  had,  under  circumstances  whi 

gho^  pay  the  i^  ^^  ^^^  requisite  here  to  state,  been  paid :  and  the  plainti 

costa  of  the  ap-  jjj  equity,  the  defendant  at  law,  had  tendered  the  whole 

plication. —  i      ^' 

AfterwardB  in-  the  costs  of  the  action  down  to  the  time  when  the  injui^^ 

soWed^  bu^the  ^^^n  ^^  obtained :  but  the  plaintiff  at  law,  defendants 

™Tfy  "ought  equity,  had  refused  to  accept  this  amount  of  costs,  and  th 

covered  had  were  proceeding  in  the  action  in  order  to  enforce  the 

the'cosu  do^n  ment  of  subsequent  costs.     These  subsequent  costs  w< 


to  the  time        ^jj^  costs  of  the  declaration  and  other  proceedings  fomn 

vrhen  the  in-  ^  ^  . 

juQctionwasob.  upon  it,  which  Lord  Lyndhurst  had  determined  wer^ 
tendered.—       breach  of  the  injunction.     These  subsequent  costs 
^^^•^^def  nd*     P'*J'^*^'ff  insisted  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to, 
ants  from  pro-    the  plaintiff  moved  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  tl 
to  recover  the     upon  payment  of  costs  down  to  the  time  when  the  inj 
cSStion^^wid*'  ^^^^  ^^  obtained,  all  further  proceedings  in  the  act 
other  proceed,    might  be  stayed,  and  his  Honour  having  refused  the  ap 
upon  it,  re-        cation,  it  was  now  renewed  before  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
fusetl.  ^j,^  Cooper  and  Mr.  Olasse  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Perry  against  the  motion 
The  Lord  Chancellor  having  inquired  of  the  counsel 
the  motion  whether  there  was  any  decision  upon  the  poi 
and  being  informed  that  search  had  been  made  for  au 
ritics  but  none  could  be  found — said  he  must  then 
mine  the  case  upon  principle.     The  common  order  for 
injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law  had  issued  upon 
report  of  the  Master  that  the  answer  was  insufficient, 
further  answer  was  then  put  in,  and  an  order  nisi  to  dissoV  * 
the  injunction  was  served,  but  before  that  order  nisi 
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r^^ulftrly  made  absolute,  the  defendants  had  served  a  deck-  ^  ^^^* 
ration  m  the  action.  The  common  injunction  having  been  Nbwman  v. 
obtained  before  declaration  in  the  action,  and  therefore  ^^' 
staying  all  proceedings,  it  had  been  rightly  determined  that 
this  was  a  breach  of  the  injunction :  and  the  defendants 
had  been  compelled  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application  to 
commit  them  for  their  contempt.  Now  it  appeared  that  this 
was  all  which  was  asked  of  Lord  Lyndhurst.  The  motion 
was  to  commit  the  defendants  for  a  contempt  in  violating 
the  injunction,  but  the  plaintiff  was  satisfied  with  the 
punishment  usually  inflicted,  namely  the  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  application.  Upon  that  occasion  the  plaintiff 
might,  if  he  had  thought  fit,  have  asked  of  the  Court  to 
impose  other  terms  upon  the  defendants.  He  might  have 
asked  that  the  defendants  should  undertake  to  withdraw  the 
declaration,  and  that  all  the  proceedings  founded  upon  it 
^ahould  be  treated  as  null.  He  might  have  asked  that  the 
'e/endants  should  indemnify  him  against  all  the  costs  of 
iioh  declaration  and  other  proceedings.  The  Court  might 
r  might  not,  a(kM)rd]ng  to  circumstances,  have  compelled 
defendants  to  give  such  undertaking  and  indemnity; 
the  plaintiff  for  some  reason  had  not  made  any  such 
'^Pf>]ication  to  Lord  Lyndhurst,  and  the  only  order  pro- 
'^o^^M^^ced  was  for  the  payment  of  certain  costs  in  equity. 
^^<=^^liing  appeared  to  have  been  said,  or  suggested,  as  to 
t  had  been  done  in  the  action,  except  that  there  had 
some  proceeding  in  violation  of  the  injunction.  Sub- 
^^^<S.'«:aently,  cause  was  shown  against  dissolving  the  injunc- 
'^^^^s^  upon  the  alleged  merita  confessed  by  the  answer,  when 
^"^^  order  nisi  for  dissolving  the  injunction  was  made  abso- 
«  These  being  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  there  being 
precedent  upon  the  subject,  it  must  be  considered 
the  Court  intended  that  matters  should  go  on  at  law 
no  injunction  had  ever  issued ;  and  that  being  so,  the 
Oti£b  at  law  had  a  right  to  proceed  for  the  recovery  of 
^*^^    ^bole  of  the  costs.    The  motion  must  therefore  be 
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Spottiswoodb  ANDREW  SPOTTISWOODE  v.  WILLIAM  MAM 
"•  '''■'"■  CLARK. 


Case  of  the 
Pictorial  Al- 
manac. 

Reasons  why, 
In  douhtfiil 
cases,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the 
Court  to  exer- 
cise its  juris- 
diction by 
injunction,  only 
where  the  legal 
right  of  pro- 
perty has  been 
ascertained. 

The  Court 
should  take 
into  its  con- 
sideration in 
granting,  or 
withholding, 
the  injunction 
on  which  side 
the  balance  of 
harm  will  pre- 
ponderate. 


The  bill  stated  that  plaintiff,  in  the  month  of  March,  184S, 
sot  on  foot  and  became  and  was  the  proprietor  of  a  paUic 
newspaper,  called  the  Pictorial  Times,  published  at  No. 
351,  Strand,  and  which  was  a  newspaper  illnatrated  with 
various  printed  engravings  of  the  current  eyents  of  the 
time,  and  the  said  newspaper  had  for  a  considerable  thne 
past  had  an  extensive  and  increasing  circulation.    That  in 
the  month  of  October,  1845,  plaintiff  also  set  on  foot  md 
caused  to  be  published,  and  became  and  was  the  proprieioir 
of  an  almanac,  entitled,  The  Pictorial  Almanac  for  the 
year  1846,  which  was  also  published  at  the  office  of  the 
said   newspaper,  called  the  Pictorial  Times.     That  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  month  of  October,  1846,  also  caused  to  b^ 
printed  and  published,  and  became  and  was  proprietor  of 
another   almanac,  also   entitled.  The   Pictorial  Almai*^ 
for  the  ensuing  year  1847,  which  was  also  published  attb^ 
office  aforesaid.      That  said  last-mentioned  Pictorial  Al- 
manac for  the  year  1 847,  was  bound  up  or  inclosed  in  * 
paper  wrapper  or  fold,  on  the  front  whereof  there  "t^^ 
printed  an  engraving  of  the  Royal  Observatory  at  GreC*' 
wich,  and  the  words  following: — Published  annuaUy.p^^ 
6d.,  Pictorial  Almanac  for  the  Year  of  Our  Lord,  iW* 
Greenwich  Royal  Astronomical  Calendar  and  Year  Booi^ 
for  the  Gardener,  the  Farmer^  the  Sportsman^  the  Nai^' 
ralist,  and  the  Man  of  Businms.     London :  Published  ^ 
the  office  of  the  Pictorial  Times,  351,   Strand.     Tb^^ 
each   of  said   almanacs  of  plaintiff  contained  nurnerf*'^ 
printed  engravings,  illustrative  of  the  different  subjec't* 
contained    therein,   and    an    astronomical   calendar,  ^^ 
articles  written  expressly  for  and  under,  and  suited  to,  tl*^ 
aforesaid  respective  titles  of  the  Gardener,  the  Farm^*'' 
the  Sportsman,  the  Naturalist,  and  the  Man  of  Busiw?*^ 
and   also   to   another  title  of  The  Housewife,  contain^'^ 
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That  said  Pictorial  Almanac  had  for  some  time         i^« 
piflt  had  and  atill  had  a  very  extensive  sale,  and  was  in  Srornswooin 
eonmderable  repute.    That  the  defendant  who  resided  at  **  ^'*^*>^- 
No.  17,  Warwick  Lane,  in  the  city  of  London,  had  lately 
printed  and  published,  and  was  then  selling  an  almanac, 
vhich  was  also  bound  up  or  inclosed  in  a  paper  wrapper  or 
cover,  and  had  on  the  front  thereof  a  printed  engraving, 
purporting  to  be  an  engraving  of  the  Time  Ball  at  Oreen- 
wich  aforesaid,  and  the  following  title  or  words: — Puih 
Bsked  annuaUyy  price  Sd.,  Old  Moore's  Family  Pictorial 
AlmanaCf  for  the  Year  of  our  Lord,  1847.      Greenwich 
Royal  Astronomical   Calendar^  and  Year  Book  for  the 
Ghvdener^  the  Farmer^  the  Sportsman^  the  Naturalist^  the 
Mfm  of  Business^  and  the  Housewife^  a  FaithfiU  Chdde  and 
S^tnokeablc  Companion  for  all  Times  and  Seasons — and  at 
the  foot  of  such  front  paper  wrapper  or  cover,  there  was 
printed  the  name  of  said  defendant  as  the  printer  and  pub- 
liBher  of  the  sud  last-mentioned  almanack.     That  the  title 
oT  the  almanac  so  as  aforesaid  printed  and  published  by  the 
Mud  defendant,  was  a  colourable  and  fraudulent  imitation 
^  tile  title  of  plaintiiTs  said  almanac,  and  was  calculated 
to  nmlead  the  public,  and  to  induce  them  to  believe  tbat 
the  almanac  so  as  aforesaid  printed  and  published  by  the 
■ud  defendant,  was  the  same  as  the  aforesaid  almanac  of 
pbuntiff  for  the  year  1847;  and  plaintiff  had  sustained 
P^Bit  loss,  and  he  was  likely  to  sustain  still  further  loss,  by 
■^d  defendant  continuing  to  sell  his  said  almanac  with 
*^  paper  wrapper  or  cover  and  title  as  aforesaid.     The 
^  charged  that  different  persons,  agents  of  said  defendant, 
or  who  had  parchased  some,  of  the  aforesaid  almanacs  of 
^e  said  defendant,  were  publicly  hawking  about  and  offer- 
ing for  sale  the  aforesaid  almanac  of  said  defendant,  under 
the  appellation,  name,  or  description  of  The  Pictorial  Al- 
^^tOMc  reduced  to  3<;I.,  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  inducing 
^  public  to  believe   that  the  ahuanac  so  as  aforesaid 
pi>M  and  sold  by  plaintiff,  had  been  reduced  in  price  to 
^  torn  of  3</m  and  was  being  sold  at  that  price  by  such 

s2 
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1846^  agents  of  said  defendant,  or  persons  who  had  purchased 
SpomswooDE  the  said  almanacs  of  said  defendant;  That  although  aud 
V.  Clark.         almanac  of  said  defendant  was  so  as  aforesaid  entitled,  on 

the  outside  of  the  paper  wrapper  or  cover  thereof,  Oreeor 
wich  Royal  Astronomical  Calendar,  and  Year  Book  for  the 
Gardener,  the  Farmer,  the  Sportsman,  the  Naturalist,  the 
Man  of  Business,  and  the  Housewife,  yet  the  said  almanac 
of  said  defendant  did  not  contain  any  articles  whatsoerer 
written  expressly  under  or  upon  the  said  several  titles  of 
the  Gardener,  the  Farmer,  the  Sportsman,  the  Naturalist^ 
the  Man  of  Business,  and  the  Housewife,  or  any  of  sudli 
last-mentioned  titles,  as  in  each  of  plaintiff's  said  almanacs; 
and  said  paper  wrapper  or  cover  to  said  almanac  of  said 
defendant,  was  altogether  calculated  to  mislead  and  deceive 
the  public,  as  well  as  greatly  to  prejudice  the  future  side  of 
plain tiff^s  said  almanac  for  the  year  1847. 

The  statements  and  charges  in  the  bill  being  verified  by 
the  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  Charles  Evans,  the 
publisher  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  publish  and  sell  the 
newspaper  and  almanacs  above-mentioned,  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England  on  the  2nd  of  December  granted  an 
injunction  restraining  the  defendant,  his  servants,  agents, 
and  workmen,  from  selling  or  exposing  for  sale  any 
almanacs  bound  in  paper  wrappers,  or  covers,  or  other 
wrappers,  or  covers,  with  the  title  Pictorial  Almanac 
printed  thereon,  or  having  any  other  title  printed  thereon 
so  as  by  colourable  representation,  or  otherwise,  to  repre- 
sent the  almanac  published  and  sold  by  the  said  defendant 
to  be  the  same  as  the  almanac  in  the  plaintiff^s  bill 
mentioned  as  printed  and  sold  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
year  1847. 

On  the  5th  December  the  defendant  filed  his  answer, 
the  material  passages  of  which  were  as  follows:  That 
in  the  second  week  of  November  he  first  printed  and 
published,  and  that  he  had  lately  and  until  he  was 
restrained  by  the  Court,  been  selling  an  almanac,  which 
was  bound  up  or  enclosed  in  a  paper  wrapper  or  cover,  but 
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a£  a  difierent  colour  to,  and  not  so  large  in  dimensions        1B46. 
as,  the  cover  of  the  said  plaintiff's  almanac.     That  such  Spottiswooob 
cover  had  on  the  front  thereof   a    printed    engraving,  ^'  Clark. 
puiiporting    to   be  an    engraving    of    the    time-ball    at 
6  jrcenwich  aforesaid,  also  the  title  or  words  and  figures  in 
bill  stated.    That  the  title  of  the  almanac  so  as  afore^ 
:d  printed  and  published  by  defendant  was  not  however 
A     colourable  and  fraudulent  imitation  of  the  title  of  the 
pla.intiff'^s  sud  almanac  for  the  year  1847 ;  and  it  was  not 
o&loulated  to  mislead  the  public  or  to  induce  them  to 
believe  that  the  almanac  so  printed  and  published  by 
d^^ndant  was  the  same  as  the  almanac  of  the  plaintiff  for 
t.he  year  1847.    That  the  adoption  by  the  defendant  of  the 
'ti'i'fcle  to  his  said  almanac  was  never  intended  by  him  to 
b^     an  imitation  of  the  title  of  the  said  almanac  of  the 
pli^intiff ;  And  the  defendant  insisted  that  there  was  nothing 
'^^^^udulent  or  colourable  in  the  title  used  by  him,  as  by 
^  oomparison  of  titles,  the  colour  and  size  of  the  respec- 
wrappers  and  the  prices  marked  thereon  would  appear, 
kt  with  respect  to  the  engraving  of  the  time -ball  at 
^^^^*eenwich,  such  engraving  was  an  engraving  which  was  used 
^^   t^he  almanac  called  The  Illustrated  London  Almanac  for 
'ttie  year  1845,  published  at  the  office  of  the  Illustrated 
-'^'"Oiidon  News,  in  October  1844,  and  had  no  similarity 
^^l^tever  to  the  engraving  on  the  front  of  the  cover  of  the 
plaintiff's  said  almanac.    That  with  respect  to  the  words 
^reenwich  Royal  Astronomical  Calendar,  defendant,  so  far 
^m  intending  to  imitate  the  plaintiff  in  that  respect,  had 
the  calculations  in  defendant's  almanac  made  by  a  com- 
petent person  before  he  inserted  the  several  astronomical 
^l)%ervations  and  notices,  and  that  such  person  had  since  ex- 
amined and  compared  them  with  those  contained  in  the  said 
^manac  of  the  plaintiff,  and  had  stated  to  defendant  that 
t-iie  calculations  and  notices  in  said  plaintiff^s  almanac  were 
certiunly  different   from  those    in    defendants  almanac. 
^liat  from  the  very  nature  of  an  almanac  defendant  had  a 
^SHt  to  place  the  title  he  had  placed  upon  his  said  almanac. 
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1B46.  That  as  evidence  that  the  said  almanac  of  defendant 
SvormwooDB  was  not  colourable  or  fraudulent,  The  Pictorial  Almanac 
V,  CLAaK.         ^^^^^  known  in  the  trade  by  that  title  and  by  that  of 

the  Pictorial  Times  Almanac ;  whereas  defendant's  said 
almanac  was  known  by  the  name  of  Old  Moore's  Family 
Almanac,  and  was  asked  for  under  that  title.  That  defen* 
dant  had  a  perfect  right  in  the  fair  course  of  trade  to 
publish  and  sell  his  almanac,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  a 
loser  thereby  or  not.  That  the  title  of  the  almanac  so 
printed  and  published  by  the  defendant,  was  not  so 
printed  by  him  on  the  paper  wrapper  or  cover  of  his  said 
almanac  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  public  to  believe 
that  the  almanac  so  printed  and  published  by  the  defendant, 
was  the  same  as  the  plaintiff'^s  said  almanac  for  the  year 
1847,  or  (save  in  the  fair  course  or  competition  in  trade)  to 
induce  persons  to  purchase  such  almanac  of  defendant 
instead  of  the  said  almanac  of  the  said  plaintiff  or  other- 
wise save  in  the  fair  course  of  trade.  That  defendant  used 
the  said  title  of  Pictorial  Almanac  and  the  other  titles  or 
words  so  as  aforesaid  printed  on  the  front  of  the  paper 
wrappers  or  covers  of  his  said  almanac  by  reason  that  he 
considered  the  same  applicable  to  the  subjects  contained  in 
such  a  work,  and  his  said  almanac  was  as  much  a  Pictorial 
Almanac  as  that  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  contained 
numerous  engravings.  That  the  principal  sale  of  die 
almanac  had  been  in  the  country  and  amongst  his  own 
customers.  That  it  was  not  the  fact  that  although  the 
said  almanac  of  the  defendant  was  so  as  aforesaid  entitled 
on  the  outside  of  the  paper  wrapper  or  cover  thereof 
Greenwich  Royal  Astronomical  Calendar  and  Year  Book, 
for  the  Gardener,  the  Farmer,  the  Sportsman,  the 
Naturalist,  the  Man  of  Business  and  the  Housewife,  yet 
the  said  almanac  of  defendant  did  not  contain  any  articles 
whatever  written  expressly  under  or  upon  the  said  several 
titles  of  the  Gardener,  the  Farmer,  the  Sportsman,  the 
Naturalist,  the  Man  of  Business,  and  the  Housewife,  or 
under  or  upon  any  of  such  last-mentioned  titles.     That 
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on  the  eontnury  the  matter  contained  in  the  said  almanac         1B46. 
was  applicable  to  all  those  ^ords,  and  the  said  almanac  Spcyms woods 
also  eontained  other  matters  of  an  attractive  and  instruc-  ^'  ^^^^*' 
tive  nature. 

On  the  7th  of  December  the  defendant  moved  before 
the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 
The  Vio&-Chancellor  said,  that  in  cases  of  imitation, 
which  the  Court  considered  fraudulent,  there  was  generally 
some  colourable  difference  introduced,  in  order  to  afford 
some  chance  of  escape  to  the  defendant,  and  that  in  his 
opinion  was  so  in  the  present  case.     The  question  was, 
whether  there  was  not  on  the  face  of  the  defendant's 
almanac  such  a  degree  of  likeness  to  the  almanac  published 
by  the  plaintiff  as   would   probably  mislead,  not   indeed 
the  trade,  to  whom  the  distinction  between  the  two  works 
was  sufficiently  known,  but  the  unwary  public  ;  whether  the 
public  might  not  often  buy  the  one  work  for  the  other,  the 
defendant's  work  for  the  plaintiff's  work.     A  person  might 
have  heard  in  the  course  of  conversation  the  commendation 
of  the  plaintiff's  work,  under  the  title  of  The  Pictorial 
Almanac,  and  it  might  have  been  described  to  such  person 
as  intended  for  the  Gardener,  the  Farmer,  the  Sportsman, 
the  Naturalist,  and  the  Man  of  Business.     These  words,  or 
some  of  them  might  have  remained  in  such  person^s  recol- 
lection, and  meeting  the  defendant'*s  work,  and  finding  it 
to  be  entitled  The  Pictorial  Almanac,  and  that  it  professed 
to  be  adapted  to  these  classes  of  society,  he  might  imme- 
<iiately  purchase  it,  and  when  it  was  too  late  discover  that 
it  was  a  different  publication  from  that,  which  had  been 
Teeommended  to  him.     Things  of  this  kind  daily  and  hourly 
^xscurred.     As  to  the  imitation  it  was  impossible  to  believe 
'that  the  defendant's  wrapper  was  not  in  some  degree,  at  all 
^events,  taken  from  the  plaintiff^s  wrapper.     Upon  the  plain- 
tiff's wrapper  you   had — ^The  Pictorial  Almanac,  for  the 
^ear  of  Our  Lord,  1847 — Greenwich  Royal  Astronomical 
^^endar  and  Year  Book,  for  the  Gardener,  the  Farmer, 
^he  Sportsman,  the  Naturalist,  and  the  Man  of  Business ; 
^^u  the  defendant's  wrapper  you  had  first  of  all,  it  was  true, 
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1846^  three  words  at  the  beginning  which  were  not  upon  the 
Spottibwoodb  plaintiff's  wrapper,  bat  the  following  words,  upwards  of 
"•  C"-"-         twenty  in  nnmber,  were  the  same,  and  in  the  s«ne  order  «i 

on  the  plaintiff's  wrapper :  after  the  words — Old  Moore^s 
Family — came  the  words — Pictorial  Almanac  for  the  Year 
of  Our  Lord,  1847.  Greenwich  Royal  Astronomical  Ca- 
lendar and  Year  Book  for  the  Gardener,  the  Farmer,  the 
Sportsman,  the  Naturalist,  and  the  Man  of  Business.  Who 
could  believe  that  this  resemblance  was  fortuitous !  In  his 
opinion  the  words  had  been  deliberately  copied,  not  perhaps 
by  the  defendant,  but  by  some  one  on  his  behalf,  and  the 
piurpose  was  to  induce  the  ignorant  public  to  purchase  the 
defendants  almanac  when  they  really  meant  to  purchase 
that  of  the  plaintiff.  The  injunction  must  be  continued, 
and  the  plaintiff  must  undertake  to  bring  an  action. 

The  defendant  now  appealed  from  the  Vice-Chancellor^# 
order. 

Mr.  Stuart^  and  Mr.  Moorey  for  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  HaUet^  for  the  plaintiff,  admitted 
that  the  piracy  was  confined  to  the  wrapper  or  cover. 
It  was  not  alleged  that  any  part  of  the  contents  of  the 
defendant's  work  had  been  borrowed  from  that  of  the 
plaintiff.  And  they  cited  Knott  v.  Morgan  (a)  ;  Millingtan 
V.  Fox  (b);  Perry  v.  Tniefitt  (c);  and  Croft  v.  Day(d)y  and 
insisted  that  in  principle  the  present  case  could  not  be  distin- 
guished. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that  all  cases  similar  to  the 
present  must  depend  upon  their  particular  circumstances ; 
that  all  that  the  Court  could  do  was  to  endeavour  to  lay 
down  some  principle — to  furnish  some  rule — and  to  give 
the  public  the  means  of  knowing  that  the  particular  case 
fell  under  such  principle — such  rule.  That  he  had  fre- 
quently had  occasion  to  express  his  opinion  of  cases  of  that 

(a)  2  Keen,  213.  v.  JBtnfitn^,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  489; 

(&)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  338.  injunction   agunst   imitatiDg    a 

(c)  6  Beav.  66.  blacking  label 
{d)  7  Beav.  84 ;  See  also  Day 
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class  to  which  the  present  belonged,  and  he  did  not  feel  the  18^^- 
least  disposition  to  change  that  opinion.  In  doubtful  cases,  Spoitibwoode 
of  which  this  was  one,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Ck)urt  only  ^'  C^-^*"* 
to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  by  injunction  where  the  legal 
right  of  property  had  been  ascertained.  There  were  many 
reasons  for  that  course  being  adopted.  One  reason  was, 
that  if  the  Court  acted  in  ignorance  of  where  the  legal 
right  lay,  it  might  commit  a  great  error  in  the  exercise  of 
this  important  jurisdiction.  This  was  one  reason  why  the 
Court  was  only  justified  in  interposing  by  injunction  in 
cases  of  this  kind,  where  the  legal  right  might  be  consi- 
dered as  in  some  degree  certain.  Another  reason  why  the 
Court  should  not  grant  an  injunction  and  order  the  plain- 
tiff to  proceed  at  law,  was  that  such  an  order  compelled 
the  parties  to  embark  in  future  litigation,  when  it  might  be 
more  discreet  on  their  parts  to  pause,  and  consider  whether 
the  matter  should  be  followed  up  any  further.  When  an 
order  of  the  Court  suspended  the  injunction,  leaving  the 
plaintiff  merely  at  liberty  to  bring  an  action,  it  was  very 
possible  that  there  might  be  no  further  litigation.  But  it 
was  different  where  the  Court  granted  the  injunction,  and 
ordered  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  action.  In  this  last  case 
tiie  parties  being  at  the  moment  both  eager  in  support  of 
their  supposed  rights,  were  much  more  likely  to  engage  in 
litigation  which  might  be  useless.  They  could  not  escape 
from  the  order  except  by  mutual  consent.  A  further  reason 
against  the  Court  in  doubtful  cases — in  cases  where  there 
was  no  sort  of  certainty — granting  an  injunction  in  the  first 
instance  was,  that  the  Court  must  be  taken  to  express  a 
strong  opinion  as  to  the  legal  right.  For  without  such  a 
strong  opinion  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  Court  would  not 
interfere.  It  must  be  manifest  that  the  Court  ought  not  in 
general  to  be  considered  as  expressing  a  decided  opinion 
on  the  subject  of  the  legal  right,  before  the  question  had 
come  before  and  been  decided  by  the  proper  tribunal.  Of 
all  these  reasons,  however,  that  which  furnished  the  greatest 
objection  to  an  order  granting  the  injunction,  and  making 
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1846.  it  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  faring  an  aetion,  was 
Sfottiswoodb  the  first  reason  he  had  menticmed,  that  the  Court  might 
V.  Claek.         commit  a  great  error,  and  so  run  the  risk  of  doing  the 

greatest  injustice.     He  had  frequently  had  oocaaion  to 
dwell  upon   this  point.     Where  the  legal  right  was  ob- 
viously such  that  no  one  could  say  on  which  side  it  li^, 
he  .always  asked  himself  the  question  whether  the  Court 
did  not  run  much  greater  ridk  of  doing  injury  by  con- 
tinuing the  injunction,  than  it  could  do  mischief  by  dissolv- 
ing it.     He  always  took  into  his  consideration  the  extent 
of  inconvenience  on  the  one  side,  and  on  the  otiier  side* 
as  the   injunction   should  be  granted  or  withheld.     On. 
which  side  did  the  balance  of  harm  preponderate  (a)  i    Now" 
consider  in  the  present  case  what  the  effect  of  the  injunc— 
tion  must  be.     Here  was  a  publication  which,  if  it  was  not> 
permitted  to  be  issued  to  the  public  during  the  next  month, 
would  lose  the  greatest  part  of  its  value.    An  almanac  foir 
any  year  of  course  had  its  greatest  sale  at  the  commence^ 
ment  of  that  year  and  the  end  of  the  preceding  year.     If 
the  sale  of  an  almanac  for  any  year  was  prohibited  by  aia 
injunction  till  a  legal  question  could  be  tried  by  an  action 
iu  the  beginning,  or  perhaps  the  middle,  of  the  spring  of 
that  year,  wliat  would  such  almanac  be  worth !     Such  an 
injunction  would  take  the  property  away  from  the  defend- 
ant and  would  give  it  to  nobody.     But  suppose  there  was 
no  injunction,  and  the  sale  should  be  left  open  till  the 
right  should  be  tried,  the  defendant  would,  it  was  true,  in 
the  meantime  be  making  a  profit  from  the  sale,  and  the 
plaintiff,  if  the  result  was  in  his  favour,  might  be  losing 
something  of  profit.     But  it  must  be  recollected  that  the 
defendant  would  not  be  making  the  profit  wholly  for  him- 
self.    If  the  question  should  be  decided  against  him  at 
law,  he  would  be  liable  to  come  to  an  account  in  this  court. 
Were,  however,  the  injunction  granted  the  result  would 

(a)  See  Rigby  v.  Great  Western  v.   Manchester    and  BirmmghttM 

Railway,  ante,  page  6,  and   in  Raihoay  Compmiy,  3  MyL  &  Ct. 

addition  to  the  cases  there  men-  798. 
tioned  in  the  note,  see  Greenhalgk 
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be — should  the  decision  at  law  be  in  the  defendant's         1846. 
fkyour — ^that  the  defendant  would  utterly  lose  what  he  was  sptmnwoora 
entitled  to.     The  time  for  the  sale  and  making  a  profit  ^'  ^^^"' 
would  be  gone  by.     The  injunction,  therefore,  would  have 
committed  a  very  great  injustice.     For  this  last  reason 
more    especially — unless    the     case    was    such  that   the 
Court  could  have  little  doubt  of  the  result  of  an  action 
— ^it  was  its  duty  to  abstain  from  exercising  its  jurisdiction 
by  injunction,  till  the  right  was  established  in  due  course  of 
law.     This  was  the  rule  upon  which  he  had  always  acted, 
and  he  should  continue  to  do  so.    Of  course  he  spoke  only  of 
cases  like  that  now  before  him.  The  rule  was,  however,  not 
confined  to  the  publication  of  such  works  as  the  present, 
although  the  mischief  was  obviously  greater  in  such  a  case. 
The  rule  applied  to  many  other  cases.     A  good  deal  had 
been  said  as  to  trade   marks  and   labels,  but   they  had 
nothing  to  do  with  such  a  case  as  this.     All  that  had  been 
said  upon  them  might  very  well  be  thrown  out  of  sight. 
A  piece  of  steel,  or  a  bottle  of  blacking,  could  only  be  known 
as  having  certain  qualities  from  a  certain  mark  or  label — 
the  public  wholly  trusted  to  such  mark  or  label  in  pur- 
chasing the  article.     It  was  a  fraud  for  other  parties  to  use 
such  mark  or  label.     It  was  only  by  the  mark  or  label  that 
the  person  intending  to  purchase  could  know  the  article. 
Until  it  was  used  he  had  no  other  means  of  judging  of  it. 
In  the  present  case  it  was  entirely  different.     In  taking  up 
-the  two  almanacs,  if  anybody  was  deceived  it  certainly 
^^ould  not  be  by  the  eye.     There  was  great  difference  in 
isize,  colour,  and  engraving.     No  person  who  had  seen  the 
plaintiff's  almanac   could  ever  purchase  the  defendant's 
it.     As  to  the  contents  it  was  not  alleged  that  there 
any  resemblance.     There  could  be  no  deception  there. 
It  must  be  admitted  that  in  the  selection  of  words  used  in 
tlie    title  there  was  a  most  remarkable  coincidence,  sup- 
poaing  that  two  persons  did  sit  down  separately — ^the  one 
baving  no  communication  with  the  other,  or  his  work — the 
only  thing  in  common  being  the  idea  of  a  picture  almanac. 
He   should  not,  however,  express  any  opinion  upon  this 
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1B46.  coincidence  as  a  ground  of  legal  liability.  He  would  only 
SpomswooDB  say,  having  referred  to  the  circumstance,  that  he  was  not 
r.  Clark.         satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  had  such  a  clear  legal  right 

against  the  defendant  as  would  justify  the  Court  in  pre- 
venting the  defendant  from  selling  his  almanac.  He 
thought  that  the  plaintiff  should  first  come  before  the 
Court  with  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  case  fell  within  the 
rule  upon  which  he  had  frequently  acted.  It  was  even 
more  favourable  for  the  application  of  that  rule  than  many 
previous  cases.  He  thought  it  much  safer  and  more 
equitable  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  the  defendant  under^ 
taking  to  keep  an  account,  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff 
to  bring  an  action. 


citimofex-  In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  contended,  on 

fS^n^  w^   the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  an  exclusive  right  might 
18  the  title  to  t  be  acquired  to  the  use  of  a  general  word,  like  the  word 

*'*'  Pictorial/'  as  the  title  of  a  work,  in  the  same  way  as  the 
exclusive  right  to  a  trade-mark,  or  label,  is  acquired.  But 
the  Lord  Chancellor  observed  there  would  be  great  diffi- 
culty in  sustaining  such  a  proposition.  For  instance,  it 
was  not  disputed  that  all,  who  though  fit,  might  publish 
almanacs  with  pictures  in  them.  Now  those,  who  started 
first,  would  exhaust  all  the  terms  of  description,  which 
our  language  would  well  furnish.  One  man  would  adopt 
for  his  almanac  the  word  "Pictorial  ;^'  another  would  adopt 
for  his  almanac  the  word  '^  Illustrated,^  and  so  on.  AH 
the  words  of  description  being  thus  taken,  where  must  the 
titles  for  the  new  almanacs  be  found !  According  to  the 
admission,  all,  who  thought  fit,  might  make  and  publish 
almanacs  with  pictures  in  them,  but  words  would  not  be 
left  unappropriated  for  describing  them  without  committing 
a  piracy.  There  was  obviously  a  difference  between  the  use 
of  a  general  word  and  the  use  of  trade  marks  and  labels. 
He  would  not,  however,  say,  that  a  general  word  might 
not  be  so  used  in  connection  with  other  circumstances,  as 
to  manifest  an  intention  of  committing  a  fraud,  and  then 
the  Court  would  know  what  to  do. 
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Dee. 

T-HE    REVEREND    MARTIN    JOSEPH     ROUTH,        1839. 


J 


D.D.,  THE  REVEREND  EDWARD  ELLERTON,  maodal«c 
D.D.,  AND  RICHARD  CLARKE  SEWELL,  ON  ^'^^^''' 
BEHALF  OF  THEMSELVES,  AND  ALL  OTHER 
THE  SCHOLARS  OR  FELLOWS  OP  ST.  MARY 
AIAGDALEN  COLLEGE,  IN  THE  UNIVERSITY 
€3F  OXFORD,  v.  GEORGE  ROBERT  MICHAEL 
^^V^ARD. 

7i^E  bill  stated  that  in  1457  His  late  Majesty  King  Henry  Injunction 
t.h^     Sixth  granted    His    Royal    Licence    to    the  Right  ^^tore- 
Reverend  Father  in  God  William  Patten,  then   Bishop  f.*^°  *^«P"^^- 

'  *^   lication  of  the 

of  ArVinchester,  and  called  William  of  Waynfleet,  to  found  Statutes  of 
a     Ok>Ilege  in  the  said  University  of  Oxford,  and  said  c^ji^fox- 
^V'illiam  Patten  accordingly  founded  said  College  called  ^'^'^ 
St.    AAary  Magdalen.     That  said  William  Patten  compiled  dissolved  upon 

the  fftcts  stated 

ceiri;&in  Statutes  for  the  regulation  and  government  of  said  iq  the  answer. 
Collecre,  which  in  1479  he  gave  to  the  then  President  and      Prin«pl« 

^    ^      ^  *  ^  o  ^  upon  which  an 

^CAoIars  of  the  said  College ;  and  said  Statutes  had  been  ex  parte  in- 


since  kept  at  said  College,  and  the  same  were  the  private  granted. 

*od  exclusive  property  of  said  College ;  and  the  regulation 

^*id    government  of  the  said  College  had  ever  since  been 

^^^^ucted  and  carried  on  in  pursuance  of  and  in  conformity 

^^itH  said  Statutes.     That  said  Statutes  were  written  in 

^^    Latin  language,  and  were  in  manuscript  at  the  time 

'^^n  they  were  so  given  to  said  College  as  aforesaid,  and 

.  *^^    same  had  never  been  printed  or  published  ;  but  copies 

*^anu8cript  had  been  made  for  the  use  of  the  President 

Senior  Fellow  of  said  College,  and  a  copy  in  manu- 

'ijt  appeared   to   have    been    deposited  among  other 

.  ^^^^ments  and  archives  belonging  to  the  said  University 

^e  Bodleian  Library  at  Oxford  aforesaid,  but  when 

l>y  whom  such  copy  was  so  deposited  plaintifis  were 

,^^^l)le  to  set  forth  or  discover.     That  plaintiff  Martin 

^^^ph  Routh  as  President,  and  plaintiffs  and  the  other 

^c^olars  of  said  College  had  in  themselves  the  sole  and 

^''^clnrive  property  in  the  manuscripts  of  said  Statutes  and 


V 
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1839.  the  custody  and  safe  keeping  thereof,  for  the  use  and 
Maodalbn  government  and  regulation  of  said  College;  and  that  no 
^■^T*  *        person  had  a  right  to  print,  publish,  or  divulge  the  contents 

of  said  Statutes  without  the  consent  of  plaintifls  and  the 
other  Scholars  of  said  College  as  aforesaid ;  and  great  in- 
convenience and  irreparable  mischief  would  ensue  to  said 
College  and  to  plaintiffs  and  the  future  Presidents  and 
Scholars  of  said  College,  or  those  who  should  have  the 
future  government  of  said  College  and  the  management  of 
the  afiairs  thereof,  by  the  publication  of  the  aforesaid  Sta- 
tutes. That  the  defendant  was  for  some  time  one  of  the 
Fellows  of  Trinity  College  in  said  University,  but  that  he 
had  lately  been  deprived  of  his  Fellowship ;  and  that  since 
he  had  been  so  deprived  of  his  Fellowship  he  had  expressed 
his  determination  to  publish  the  several  Statutes  relating 
to  the  Colleges  in  said  University,  and  amongst  others  the 
Statutes  of  said  College  of  which  plaintiflb  were  the  Presi- 
dent and  Scholars  as  aforesaid.  That  plaintiffs  had  lately 
been  informed,  as  the  facts  were,  that  the  said  defendant 
had  for  some  time  past  occupied  himself  in  taking  a  copy 
of  the  aforesaid  Statutes  of  the  College  of  St.  Mary  Mag- 
dalen aforesaid  from  the  copy  thereof  so  deposited  in  the 
Bodleian  Library  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  he  had  completed  the 
making  of  such  copy  and  had  the  same  in  his  possession;  and 
he  had  translated,  or  caused  to  be  translated,  into  English 
and  had  advertised  said  Statutes  for  publication  with  an 
English  translation  and  commentary,  and  had  commenced 
printing  the  Statutes  and  the  translation  thereof,  and  he 
threatened  and  intended  forthwith  to  have  the  same  printed 
and  published  with  comments  thereon  (a).  The  bill  charged 
that  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid  the  plaintiffs  had 
laid  a  case  before  Sir  Charles  Wetherell  for  his  opinion  as 
to  the  right  of  said  defendant  to  publish  said  Statutes, 
and  he  had  given  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  ssud  defendant 
had  no  right  whatever  to  publish  the  same;  That  such 
case  and  opinion  were  communicated  to  said  defendant  on 
the  1 1  th  of  that  instant  month  of  October,  1 839,  by  phuntilb 

{a)  See  the  note,  post,  page  376« 
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SZdward  Ellerton  mnd  Richard  Garke  Sewell,  and  he  was         1^9. 

•fclm^sreupoii  requested  to  desist  from  printing  or  publishing  Maqdalbn 

£^  Statutes  so  advertised  to  be  published  by  him  as  afore-  ^^^]||[^*  **' 

[<1,  but  said  defendant  had  refused  to  comply  with  such 

uest.     That  defendant  had  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 

Scl  ^rard  Ellerton,  a  letter,  which  was  as  follows : — ^^  Bodleian 

Library,  Oct.  12th,  1839.     Reverend  Sir,  since  I  had  the 

pleasure  of  seeing   you    yesterday   I    have  perused  Sir 

Oliarles  WetherelPs  opinion  on    Mr.   Sewell's  case,   re- 

^uimed  herewitii.     I  have,  with  my  best  attention,  looked 

&t    the  Bodleian  Statutes,  and  considered  the  opinion  as 

one  of  morality  and  good  feeling,  and  finding  no  reason  of 

IsLjfv^  or  conscience  against  my  intention  of  publishing  Mag- 

^l&Ien   Statutes,  as  the  first  in  a  series  of  all  the  codes,  I 

<^<n    r^esolved  to  maintain  that  intention.     As  insinuations 

bave    been  thrown  out  to  the  contrary,  I  may  perhaps 

be   lUlowed  to  add  that   I  am  not  going  to  make  any 

invidious  comparisons  between  the  Statutes  and  practice 

^   your  house  for  two  reasons,  either  of  them  sufficient 

^^  iteelf ;  first,  I  know  of  none,  if  any  such  there  be,  for  I 

«*ve  ever  disdained  to  seek  after  offences ;  and  secondly, 

^^^^^^uee  it  would  be  against  my  general  plan,  which  is,  and 

"^^  ever  firom  the  very  first  thought  been,  to  publish  the 

other   codes  without  any  such  invidious  observations,  and 

^    ixiake  no  exception  as  to  Magdalen  College.'*'*     That 

^^d  defendant  persisted  in  his  avowed  intention  to  print  and 

P^bliah  the  Statutes  of  the  said  College  of  St.  Mary  Mag- 

^^n,  and  that  he  had  in  his  possession  or  power  various 

P^^'ta  of  the  said  Statutes  already  printed,  and  the  trans- 

**'^*^H  thereof,  and  the  proof  sheets  of  other  parts  thereof. 

*^^t    said  Statutes   had,   as   before    stated,  never  been 

Pouted  or  published,  but  still  remained  the  private  pro- 

P^'^^y  of  said  College,  and  that  the  deposit  of  a  manuscript 

^Py  of  the  said  Statutes  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  in  case 

^he  aame  was  deposited  there,  was  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 

Kt^ation  and  safe  custody,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  pub- 

^^^tion ;  and  that  the  circumstance  of  a  manuscript  copy  of 
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the  said  Statutes  being  found  in  the  Bodleian  Library  did 
not  entitle  the  said  defendant  to  copy  and  print  and  publish 
said  Statutes.  That  the  other  scholars  of  said  CoH^ 
were  very  numerous,  and  that  it  would  be  very  inconve- 
nient to  make  them  parties  to  the  suit  (a). 

The  statements  and  charges  in  the  biU  being  verified  by 
affidavit,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  2l8t  October,  1889, 
granted  an  injunction  ex  parte  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  printing,  publishing,  or  causing  to  be  printed  and 
published,  the  statutes  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  any  translation  thereof  or  of  any  part 
thereof,  until  the  defendant  should  fully  answer  the  plain- 
tiflb^  bill,  or  the  Court  make  other  order  to  the  contrary. 

The  defendant  on  the  14th  of  December  filed  his  answer 
to  the  bill,  the  material  passages  whereof  were  as  follows : 
— ^That  in  or  about  the  year  1479,  the  said  Wm.  Patten, 
Bishop  of  Winchester,  did  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered, 
some  copies  of  the  aforesaid  Statutes  to  the  aforesaid 
College  of  St.  Mary  Magdalen,  there  to  be  preserved  and 
kept  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  Statutes,  and  did 
also  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  Senior  Dean  of 
said  College,  a  copy  of  said  Statutes,  with  said  Wm. 
Patten^s  autograph  therein,  in  the  words  following: — "This 
is  the  Dean^s  copy,^**  and  that  such  last-mentioned  copy  was 
for  many  years  in  the  possession  of  a  tenant  of  said  Col- 
lege, and  was  some  time  since  delivered  to  the  said  plaintiff, 
Martin  Joseph  Routh,  and  was  then  in  the  possession  of 


Three  members  (a)  Every  body  is  aware  that 
fileTbm '^^'^^  Magdalen  CoUege  is  a  Corpora, 
behlllf  of  them.  ^^^>  ^^  *^®  ^^  ™^^'  ^^  ^^^^e 
selves  and  the  have  been  filed  by  the  Corporation 
other  members,  instead  of  being  filed  by  three 

members  of  the  Corporation  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  the 
others.  The  reporter  has  occa- 
sionally seen  suits,  in  which  the 
bill  was  filed,  not  by  the  Corpora- 
tion, but  by  all  the  individual 
members  of  it.    The  practice  is 


open  to  inconvenience.  See  Black" 
bum  V.  Jepsfm,  3  Swanst.  137. 
The  recent  case  of  the  Manchester 
Victoria  Park  Company,  Fots  y. 
Harbotile,  2  Hare,  461,  was  an 
unsuccessful  attempt  by  some 
shareholders  in  an  incorporated 
company  to  sustain  a  suit  on 
behalf  of  themselves  and  all  the 
other  shareholders,  except  those 
who  were  made  defendants. 
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said  College.  That  defendant  was  unable  to  set  forth  18^9. 
whether  said  copies,  or  either  of  them,  or  whether  the  Maodalin 
original  of  said  statutes  for  the  regulation  and  government  ^*'"*°*  *'• 
of  said  College,  which  as  defendant  believed  was  preserved 
and  returned  to  said  Wm.  Patten,  or  whether  all  the  three, 
ought  to  be  treated  and  considered  as  originals  (a).  That 
defendant  submitted  whether,  in  the  circumstances  therein 
appearing,  there  was  any  property,  or  right  of  property, 
directly  or  indirectly  in  said  Statutes,  save  only  in  or  to 
the  parchment,  or  other  material,  on  which  the  same  was 
written ;  but  in  case  this  Honourable  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  there  was,  or  could  be,  any  property  or  right 
of  property,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  or  to  said  Statutes, 
other  than  in  or  to  the  parchment,  or  other  material,  on 
which  the  same  was  written;  then  defendant  submitted 
that  any  such  property,  or  right  of  property,  was  either  in 
the  personal  representative  of  said  Wm.  Patten,  if  any  such 
there  were,  or  havingbeenin  the  saidWm.  Patten,  the  founder 
or  first  visitor  of  said  College,  the  same  since  his  death  had 
been  in  the  successive  Bishops  of  Winchester,  his  succes- 
sors and  the  visitors  of  said  College.  That  manuscript 
copies  of  the  said  Statutes  had  been,  as  defendant  believed, 
at  various  times  made,  advertized,  and  published ;  and  that 
one  of  such  copies,  which  appeared  to  have  been  made  in 
the  year  1690,  was  in  the  British  Museum  (l)  ;  and  that 
there  was  another  manuscript  copy  of  the  said  Statutes  in 
the  British  Museum.  That  the  defendant  had  found  both  the 
copies  in  the  British  Museum,  and  that  they  corres- 

including  the  statutes  and  ordi- 
nances, should  be  deposited. 

(fi)  See  the  next  note.  There 
are,  as  the  answer  states^  two  MS. 
copies  of  the  Magdalen  College 
Statutes  in  the  British  Museum. 
The  age  of  one  does  not  appear  to 
be  known.  The  transcriber.  Lord 
Anglesey,  gives  us  the  age  of  the 
other— 1677,  and  not  1690. 


(a)  According  to  the  transla- 
tion of  the  statutes  published  by 
'Mr,  Ward,  pages  138  and  139, 
^e  founder  ordained  that  in  one 
chest  strong  and  safe,  and  having 
three  different  locks,  the  original 
charters  and  muniments,  incln- 
cting  the  original  book  of  the 
statutes,  should  be  deposited;  and 
in  another  chest  copies  of  such 
charters  and  other  documents. 
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ponded  with  and  were,  as  he  believed,  exactly  the  same  as  the 
one  in  the  Bodleian  Library  before  mentioned,  and  such  two 
copies  formed  part  of  the  Harleian  collection  of  manuacriptB 
in  the  British  Museum  ;  and  that  the  printed  catalogue  of 
the  Harleian  collection  was  published  more  than  thirty  yean 
ago,  and  defendant  had  no  doubt  but  that  a  printed  copy 
of  such  catalogue  had  been  in  the  Library  of  such  Coll^ 
for  more  than  thirty  years ;  and  he  submitted  that  the  fact 
of  such  two  copies  being  and  having  been  in  the  British 
Museum  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  known,  as  the 
defendant  beh'eved  the  fact  to  be,  to  the  President  and 
Fellows  of  said  College  for  at  least  thii*ty  years  (a).  That 
the  one  of  such  two  copies,  if  not  both,  never  was  in  the 
poaseesion  of  the  said  College,  and  that  such  two  copies 
had  been  for  many  years,  and  were  then,  open  to  the 
inspection  of  the  public ;  and  that  the  persons  (who  were 
numerous),  who  had  access  to  the  reading  room  of  the 
British  Museum,  were  allowed  to  make  extracts  from  or 
translate  the  manuscripts  therein  contained ;  and  that  the 
Trustees  of  the  British  Museum  claimed  and  exercised  the 
right  of  giving  permission  to  copy  the  whole  of  any  given 


(a)  The  Catalogue  of  the  Har- 
leian MSS.  here  alluded  to  was 
printed  under  the  authority  of  the 
Commissioners  on  the  Public  Re- 
cordsof  the  Kinfj^dom  in  1 808,  and 
immediately  after  publication  co- 
pies were  presented  to  the  Libraries 
of  all  the  Colleges  of  Oxford  and 
Cambridge.  At  the  head  of  this 
Catalogue  is  the  preface  to  a  cata- 
logue of  the  same  collection,  pub- 
lished by  order  of  the  Trustees  of 
the  British  Museum  in  1759. 
That  preface  is  reprinted  in  C.  P. 
Cooper  on  the  Public  Records. 
It  Rtates  (see  the  last-mentioned 
work,  vol.  i.  page  82)  that  the 
collection  contains  statutes  of  the 
two  Universities,  and    of  their 


several  Colleges  and  Halls.  One 
manuscript  is  thus  described  in 
the  Catalogue  of  1759:— Codex 
Chartaceus  in  fol.  recenti  manu 
descriptus,  in  quo  nomen  suum 
scripsit  Vir  praeclarissimua  Ar- 
thurus  Annesley,  Comes  de  An- 
glesey, 17  die  August!,  A.D. 
1677f  cum  hac,  qvm  sequitor, 
Epigraphe— "  The  Statutes  of 
Magdalen  College,  I  copyed  out 
of  one  lent  me  by  my  son  Richard 
Annesley,  August  and  September, 
1677."  The  other  manuscript  is 
thus  described :  "  The  statutes  of 
Magdalen  CoUc^  [Oxford]  in 
Latin."  Both  these  MSS.  are 
described  in  the  same  way  in  the 
catalogue  of  1808. 
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manmeript  in  that  collection  according  to  their  own  duh        1889- 


eretion.    That  defendant  had  been  informed  by  the  Rev.  maodaisn 
Dr.  Biias,  Keeper  of  the  Archives  at  the  Bodleian,  and  ^jj^"^  ^* 
formerly  Under  Librarian  there,  that  the  Rev.  Dr.  Raw- 
linson,  once  of  St.  John's  College  in   Oxford,  made  in 
his  lifetime,  and  also  by  will  and  codicil  bearing  date 
in  or  abont   1753  or  4,  several  donations  of  books  and 
manuscripts  to  the  Bodleian  Library,  and  amongst  them  of 
the  copy  of  said  Statutes  of  Magdalen  College  deposited  in 
such  Library ;  and  that  such  books  and  manuscripts  were 
under  the  control  of  the  Librarian  of  the  Bodleian  Library, 
and  not  of  the  Keeper  of  the  Archives  there;  and  such  copy 
of  said  Statutes  had  been  since  1754  open  to  the  inspection 
of  all  Masters  of  Arts  of  the  University,  and  under  certain 
rqrulations  to  all  the  public ;  and  in  order  to  facilitate  such 
inspection  of  Dr.  Rawlinson's  books  and  manuscripts  there 
-^ras  a  manuscript  catalogue  of  such  collection  in  the  Bod- 
leian Library,  in  which  catalogue  mention  is  made  of  said 
tfianuscript  copy  of  said  Statutes  (a).     That  defendant  was 
d^^mviikced  from  the  Statutes  themselves,  and  he  therefore 
jBTobmitted  to  the  Court  that  the  public  were  interested  in 
tJtMc  said  Statutes  being  made  public,  inasmuch  as  they  re- 
ST^^ted  and  determined  the  right  to  degrees  in  said  College, 
*>^cl     other  measures    in   which  the   public   were    deeply 
ix^^^rested,  and  such  Statutes  were  by  one  of  the  clauses 
directed  to  be  publicly  and  distinctly  read  amongst 


C^)  In  the  Appendix  to  the 
rt  of  the  Committee  of  the 
"^^'■^"-  of  Commons  on  the  Public 
I,  1 800,  is  a  Catalogue  of 
RawUnson  MSS.  but  no  men- 
2*^*^  i«  made  in  it  of  a  copy  of  the 
J^met  of  Magdalen  College. 
^^*  Catalogue  is  obviously  very 
ect.  Rawlinson  died  in 
•  All,  or  great  part  of  the 
""^^^i^cripts,  were  to  be  locked  up 
^^  ^^  %even  years  after  his  death. 
probable  that  the  copy 


It 


of  the  Statutes  of  Magdalen  Col- 
lege was  comprehended  in  this 
injunction.  The  same  must  there- 
fore be  considered  as  having  been 
open  for  inspection  somewhat 
later  than  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  answer  (see  Chalmers'  Bio* 
graphical  Dictionary).  The  reader 
will  pardon  such  notes  as  these,, 
when  reminded  that  they  come 
from  one  who  is,  as  Rawlinson 
was,  a  Fellow  of  the  Antiquarian 
Society 
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1839.  the  President,  FeDows  and  Scholars  of  said  College  at  three 
If  AGDALsy  several  meetings  in  each  and  every  year,  and  it  was  directed 
£^^'  '-       that  no  Fellow  or  Schokr  of  the  College  should  absent 

himself  from  the  aforesaid  meetings.    That  said  Statutes 
were  not  at  any  time  given  to  the  President  and  Scholars 
or  to  said  Collie,  and  that  they  were  not  the  private  oi 
exclusive  property  of  said  College,  although  a  copy  or  copu 
thereof  were  delivered  as  aforesaid,  to  be  referred  to  for  Uu 
regulation  and  government  of  said  Collie.    That  it 
submitted  to  the  judgment  and  decision  of  the 
whether  the  University  of  Oxford  in  respect  of  the  Bodleii 
Library  had  not  the  sole  right  of  property  in  the  manuscri] 
copy  of  the  Statutes  so  deposited  there ;  and  whether  tl 
Trustees  of  the  British  Museum  had  not  the  sole  right 
property  in  the  manuscript  copies  of  the  said  Statutes 
posited  in  such  Library ;  or  what  were  the  rights  of 
University  and  the  members  thereof  in  or  to  said  copy 
the  Bodleian  Library ;  and  what  were  the  rights  of  the 
Trustees  and  the  public  in  or  to  the  copies  of  said  Statu, 
in  the  British  Museum.     That  it  was  submitted  that  eb-ih::]/ 
person  had  a  right  to  print,  publish,  or  divulge  the  cont^vx.  Is 
of  the  Statutes  in  the  bill  mentioned  without  the  con»^vit 
of  said  plaintiffs  and  the  other  Scholars  of  said 
That  defendant  was  for  six  years  a  Fellow  of  Trinity 
lege  in  said  University  of  Oxford ;  and  that  towards 
latter  end  of  1834,   when  the  statutory  time,  as 
alleged,  had  arrived  for  his  electing  either  to  take  HI  ^^v 
Orders  or  not,  he,  defendant,  had  a  right  to  continue  ^^^  ' 
Lay  Fellow,  and  appealed  to  the  Visitor,  who  stated  fc.!*** 
within  a  reasonable  time  he  must  elect  to  take  Orders     ^ 
resign  his  Fellowship ;  and  on  Trinity  Monday  1835,  in      ** 
Chapel  of  said  College  and  in  the  presence  of  the  Colleg"^^^ 
Body,  he,  the  defendant,  did  decline  to  take  Holy  Or^S^ 
and  did  tender  the  resignation  of  his  Fellowship,  »»«'' 
which  period  said  Visitor  had  declared  that  defendant;   ^ 
then  cease  to  be  a  Fellow.     That  (other  than  and  save  ^ 
aforesaid)  he  had  not  lately  or  at  any  time  been  deprived  ^ 
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his  said  Fellowship.  That  besides  the  copy  of  the  Statutes  1839. 
of  Magdalen  College  thereinbefore  mentioned  there  were  Maodaxbw 
in  the  Bodleian  Library  copies  of  the  Statutes  of  other  Collkob  v. 
Colleges  as  well  of  the  University  of  Cambridge  as  of  the 
University  of  Oxford  (a).  That  the  deposit  of  a  manuscript 
copy  of  said  Statutes  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  in  case 
same  was  deposited  there  as  mentioned  in  the  bill,  was  not 
for  the  purpose  of  preservation  and  safe  custody,  but  on  the 
contrary  defendant  submitted  and  insisted  that  such  deposit 
18  aforesaid  in  the  Bodleian  Library  was  for  the  purpose 
of  public  inspection  and  information ;  inasmuch  as  all  the 
books  and  manuscripts  in  the  Bodleian  Library  are  there 
for  the  purpose  of  public  inspection,  and  extracts,  copies, 
and  translations  thereof  were  continually  permitted  to  be 
taken,  and  as  defendant  believed  always  by  Masters  of 
Arts  of  said  University,  and  that  the  defendant  took  his 
degree  of  Master  of  Arts  in  Trinity  College  aforesaid  in 
1827.  That  it  was  submitted  whether  the  mere  circum- 
stance of  a  manuscript  copy  of  said  Statutes  being  found 
in  the  Bodleian  Library  entitled  defendant  to  copy  and 
print  and  publish  said  Statutes. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Harwood  now  moved,  upon  the 
^ming  in  of  the  answer  and  upon  the  statements  therein 
isontained,  that  the  aforesaid  injunction  might  be  dissolved. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell  and  Mr.  K.  S.  Parker  for  the 

plaintii&  stated,   that  although  they  should  have  been 

prepared  to  support  the  injunction  had  the  facts  been  such, 

3r   substantially  such,  as  were  set  forth  in  the  bill  and 

the  affidavit  in  support  of  it,  yet  they  felt  it  would  be  a 

fruitless  occupation  of  the  time  of  the  Court  to  attempt  to 

(a)  Mr.  Ward^  when  he  filed  the  Statutes  of  most  of  the  Colleges 

his  answer,  does  not  appear  to  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge  in  repo- 

have   been    aware   that  Hearne  sitories  public  and  private,  quite 

pnblisbed  in  the  Appendix  to  one  beyond  their  control.    The  sta- 

of  bis  numerous  works  the  Sta-  tutes  of  several  of  the  Colleges  of 

tutes  of  Oriel  College — Ordina-  Cambridge  had  been   published 

ionesCoIlegiiOrielensis.  £  codice  long  before  the  date  of  Mr.  Ward's 

MS,  veteri  penes  Editorem.    The  answer. 
niter  has  seen  old  MS.  copies  of 
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1839.         support  the  mjunction  upon  the  facte  alleged  by  the  anawer, 
Uaodaimk       the  accuracy  of  which  in  the  main  they  were  not  instructed 

WaS*"  *'        ^^  ^^^  ^"  question. 

The  Mastbb  op  thb  Rolls  said  that  the  counsel  for  the 
plaiuti£&  were  well  aware  of  the  hesitation  with  which  he 
had  granted  the  injunction.  He  anticipated  at  the  time 
that,  in  all  probability,  it  would  not  be  possible  to  susUun  it. 
He  felt,  however,  that  it  was  a  case  for  investigation. 
When  application  was  made  to  him  for  such  an  injunction 
he  was  always  disposed  to  accede  to  the  application  where 
little  mischief  could  arise  by  the  granting  of  the  injuncti<Hi 
ex  parte,  and  on  the  other  hand  irreparable  injury  might 
ensue  were  the  injunction  refused.  He  believed  that  in 
present  instance  it  would  be  found  that  he  had  not 
from  this  rule.     Injunction  dissolved. 


The  followiDg  are  copies  of  the  case  laid  before  Sir  Chsrkim  jm^ 
Wetherell^  and  of  his  opinion,  both  of  which  are  referred  to  m^LM^    ^ 
the  bill.     It  should  be  mentioned  that  the  extracts  from  th^M^ ^ 
statutes  were  given  in  Latin,  but  so  badly  transcribed  in  the  copy^^^'Vi 
as  to  be  almost  unintelligible,  and  in  consequence  the  words  or<iC      ^ 
Mr.  Ward's  translation  have  been  substituted. 

Case  and  opinion : — The  Statutes  of  Magdalen  CkiUege,  OxforcUK''^'^ 
have  never  as  yet  been  published.  MS.  copies  of  them  are  p; 
served  in  the  College  for  the  use  of  the  President  and  oth< 
officers,  and  it  appears  a  copy  of  them  has  been  deposited 
the  Bodleian  Library.  It  has  always  been  considered  by  thc^^^'^ 
Members  of  the  College  that,  according  to  the  intention  of  the^^^^^^ 
founder,  these  Statutes  were  to  be  kept  secret,  or  at  least  not^^''^ 
to  be  unnecessarily  published  to  the  world.  Thus  in  the  Statute 
concerning  the  secret  and  safe  keeping  of  the  evidences,  muni- 
ments, and  other  writings,  the  following  passage  occurs.  After 
providing  for  the  safe  custody  of  Collegiate  papers,  the  founder 
proceeds  thus : — ''  Moreover  we  strictly  inhibit  the  President, 
and  all  and  each  of  the  Fellows  and  Scholars  of  our  College 
from  being  over  ready  and  hasty  in  displaying  their  evidenees 
or  any  copy  thereof,  and  especially  those  wherein  the  estate 
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fck  of  the  possessions  of  the  College  is  touched ;  bat  sach  1839. 
mg  is  only  to  take  place  on  ripe  deliberation,  when  some  Mxodalik 
rt  and  veiy  necessary  reason  moves  them  thereto,  and  also  Collsok  v. 
the  prudent  adyice  of  those  in  whom,  above  all  other  men,  ^^*">* 
eonfide,  that  too  corions  imaginations  and  contrivances  and 
lerils  which  may  follow  thereby  be  thus  eschewed  (a)." 
Fellows  of  the  College  are  likewise  sworn  to  keep  the 
^  secrets  It  is  apprehended  that  the  Statutes  of  the 
^  would  be  embraced  by  the  word  ''  Evidentiae,*'  and  that 
innecessary  publication  of  them  by  the  whole  body,  much 
J  an  individual,  would  be  a  breach  of  the  word  and  spirit 
le  Statutes.  As  has  been  before  stated,  a  copy  of  the 
tea  exists  in  the  Bodleian  Library.  When  and  by  whom 
i  there  does  not  appear.  That  it  could  not  have  been 
1  there  for  the  purpose  of  publication  appears  pretty  evident; 
bly  it  was  deposited  there  as  forming  part  of  the  Archives 
e  University.  It  seems,  however,  that  Mr.G.  R.  M.  Ward, 
?eQow  of  Trinity  College,  Oxford,  who  has  recently  been 
red  of  his  Fellowship  by  virtue  of  some  Statutes  of  that 
is  desirous  of  publishing  a  series  of  Collegiate  Statutes, 
ing  no  doubt  that  by  calling  the  attention  of  the  public  to 
Iterations  and  variations  between  the  strict  letter  of  the 
tea  in  some  cases  and  the  practice,  which  change  of  times  and 
nstances  has  rendered  necessary,  he  may  lay  the  ground  for 
parliamentary  or  other  inquiry,  and  thus  revenge  on  the  whole 
the  injuries  he  fancies  he  has  sustained  in  his  own  person, 
as  accordingly  commenced  by  transcribing  and  translating 
Jitutes  of  Magdalen  College  from  the  copy  in  the  Bodleian 
ry,  to  which  he  has  added  his  own  commentary  (6),  and  the 
it  is  imderstood  is  now  in  the  press.     There  is  no  proba- 

The  reader  who  may  be  delight  in  illustrating  it  by  some 

B  on  such  a  point  will,  upon  striking  anecdotes, 
ice  to  the  statutes,  page  139  (b)    Mr.    Ward's    publication 

.  Ward's  edition,  probably  contains  no  commentary.    It  is 

that    this    inhibition  was  simply  a  translation  of  the  Sta- 

only  to  apply  to    docu-  tutes,  to  which  he  has  prefixed  a 

in  the  nature  of  title  deeds,  few  lines  stating  his  object.    The 

mger  of  allowing  an  in-  copy,  used  upon  the  motion  for 

n  of  writings  of  that  kind  dissohdng  the    injunction,    now 

iiere  was  no  such  law  of  forms  part  of  the  collection   of 

on  of  actions  as  we  have  pamphlets,  which  the  reporter  has 

sent,    is   well    known    to  been  allowed  to  present  to  Lin* 

I.      Lord  Eldon  used  to  coin's  Inn  Library. 


Ward. 
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18S9.  bility  that  any  remonstrance  will  have  the  effect  of  inducing  him 
Magdalbn  ^  ^^^  ^^  P^*"^*  Without  for  a  moment  conceding  that  there  is 
CoLLBOB  V,        any  thing  in  the  present  administration  of  the  Collie  repugnant 

to  the  spirit  of  the  Statutes,  it  must  be  conceded,  and  indeed  it 
is  notorious,  that  the  practice  in  this  as  in  every  other  College  in 
the  University,  has  in  some  instances  deviated  from  the  letter  of 
the  Statutes,  and  it  will  be  readily  conceived  that  a  publication 
of  this  fact,  with  all  the  comments  and  exaggerations  with  which 
it  would  be  doubtless  given  to  the  world,  would  be  highly  incon- 
venient and  injurious  to  the  best  interests  not  only  of  the  Coll^ 
but  of  the  University.    The  President  and  Fellows  of  Magdalen 
College  are,  therefore,  most  anxious  to  know,  whether  there  is  any 
means  of  restraining  Mr.  Ward  from  proceeding  in  the  publication. 
It  will  doubtless  be  contended  by  Mr*  Ward,  that  the  original 
MS.  having  been  deposited  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  to  which  as 
a  member  of  the  University  he  had  access,  and  which  he  had  liberty 
to  copy,  he  has  also  liberty  to  publish.     A  very  grave  questio: 
may  arise,  whether  he  had  liberty  to  copy  the  MS.  at  all.     Bui 
supposing  him  to  have  had  such  liberty,  it  is  submitted  that  th< 
liberty  so  given  could  have  been  only  for  his  own  private  use,  ani 
that  the  case  would  fall  within  the  principles  recognized  in  th< 
Duke  of  Queensberty  v.  Shebbeare,  2  Eden,  329,  in  which 
injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  the  printing  of  an  unpublish< 
MS.,  a  copy  of  which  had  been  by  the  representative  of  th 
author  given  to  a  person  under  whom  defendant  claimed,  bu 
not  with  the  intention  that  he  should  publish  it.     Sir  Charles^^ 
Wetherell  is  therefore  requested  to  advise : — 

1st.  Whether  there  are  any  grounds  for  appljdng  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Mr.  Ward 
from  the  publication  in  question. 

''  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  College  ought  to  file  a  bill,  praying 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  pubUcation  of  their  Statutes ; 
and  I  think  the  Court  of  Chancery  must,  on  several  principle^p 
grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  Mr.  Ward  from  publishing  his 
purposed  publication." 

2nd.  If  so,  whether  the  bill  for  an  injunction  shall  be  filed 
by  the  Chancellor  of  the  University  as  for  an  infringement 
of  the  rights  of  the  University,  or  by  the  President  and 
Fellows  of  Magdalen  College. 

'*  I  think  the  bill  should  be  filed  by  the  Coll^;e  alone,  as 
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phintiff  against  Mr.  Ward.    Whether  it  may  or  may  not  be         1839. 
necessary  hereafter  for  the  University  in  its  corporate  capacity  to  maodalen 
be  made  a  party  to  the  bill>  must  depend  upon  circumstances.  College  v. 
[  do  not  understand  upon  what  principle  Mr.  Ward  as  a  M.A.  ^^^*'^* 
can  claim  a  right  to  publish  the  Statutes  of  Magdalen  College, 
because  a  MS.  of  those  Statutes  happens  to  be  accidentally  found 
imongst  the  MSS.  in  the  Bodleian  Library.     I  think  he  can  have 
lO  anch  right." 

3rd.  Whether  such  an  application  might  be  made  to  the 
Chancellor  of  the  University,  in  his  Chancellor's  Court 
at  Oxford. 

*'  I  think  the  proceedings  should  be  in  the  Court  of  Chancery." 

4th.  To  advise  generally. 

''  I  have  above  recommended  the  College  to  file  a  bill  praying 
or  an  injunction,  and  at  present  nothing  further  occurs  to  me. 
)at  it  may  be  desirable  before  a  bill  is  filed,  to  inform  Mr.  Ward 
»f  the  view  which  the  Society  takes,  and  to  require  him  not  to 
ompel  them  to  take  an  adverse  proceeding. — Charles  Wetherell, 
)xford.     October  10,  1839." 


TAYLOR  V.  THOMAS. 


1847. 
Jan.  11. 

Taylor  v. 
Thomas. 


[b.    Cooper  moved  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  an  A  plea  to  the 

rder  of  one  of  the  Vice-Chancellors,  allowing  a  pica  of  i^^  allowed 

release  to  the  whole  bill  and  dismissinc:  it,  miffht  be  **»e  plaintiff 

°     /         °  having  omitted 

scharged,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  file  to  appear  at 
replication  to   the   plea.       The  plaintiff  relying   upon  inconsequence 
formation  communicated  by  a  gentleman  in  the  office  of  ?y°coiTect 
le  Clerks  of  Records  and  Writs  respecting  the  practice,  to  the  practice 

received,  as  he 
alleged,  from 
one  of  the  officers  of  the  Court. — Tliis  does  not  con- 
stitute that  kind  of  surprise  that  the  Court  will,  upon 
motion,  discharge  the  order  allowing  the  plea. 
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V 

Thomas. 


18^7.         but  which  information  had  turned  out  to  be  erroneoua, 
Taylor  v,        omitted  to  appear  when  the  plea  came  on  to  be  heard, 

the   order  sought  to  be  discharged  ^aa  taken  upon 
affidavit  of  service.     Had  the  plaintiff  been  present  it 
not  his  intention  to  argue  the  plea,  which  was  admitW  m^jsd 
to  be  correct  in  form,  but  simply  to  undertake   to 
a  replication.     The  plaintiff  had  been  taken  by 
in  consequence  of  the  information  given  to  him  by 
of  the  officera  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  James  appeared  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  the  Court  might  u|^>C3n 
motion  set  aside  an  order  of  this  kind,  in  the  same  iPir^ay 
as  it  might  set  aside  any  other  order  where  there  ^w^ui 
irregularity.      He  would   not  say  that   the  Court  wo^&sJd 
not  set  aside  such  an  order  on  the  ground  of  surprise ;    Ic^'v^^ 
that  surprise  must  be  of  a  kind  different  from  that  allej 
in   this  instance.      The   plaintiff  had  received  erronf 
information  as  to  the  practice,  and  he  had,  as  he  sf 
unfortunately  been  misled  by  it.     This  did  not  consti^^ 
surprise  of  the  kind   that  the  Court  would  interfere 
the  manner  now  asked.     It  was  in  some  cases  a  reason 
the  indulgence  of  the  Court,  but  indulgence  was  out  of 
question  where  such  an  order  as  this  was  drawn  up,  pas»' 
and  entered.     The  motion  must  be  refused. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  expressed  a  doubt  whether  in  sue! 
case  as  the  foregoing  a  petition  of  rehearing  would  be  of  any 
to  the  plaintiff.     He  observed — it  was  admitted  that  the  p^ 
was  good  in  form  ;  and,  it  should  seem,  that  the  order  alia 
it  and — there  being  no  undertaking  to  reply — dismissing  the 
must  be  affirmed  on  a  rehearing. — If  instead  of  filing  a  new  bi 
should  be  determined,  under  circumstances  like  the  above, 
present  a  petition  of  rehearing,  the  doubt  expresaed  by  the 
Chancellor  would  probably  be  thought  to  make  it  expedient 
accompany  the  petition  of  rehearing  by  an  interlocutory  applL< 
tion  to  be  permitted  to  undertake  to  reply.     Consider  the 
of  the  New  Orders  of  May,  1845.*—  See  the  ensuing  case. 
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Ab  long  n  the  decree  is  in  minutes  it  is  in  the  power  of         1847. 
the  Court  to  deal  with  the  cause  as  if  it  had  never  been  heard  at  1        ' 
all,  and  of  course  to  order  it  to  stand  over  and  give  liberty  to  Thomas. 
a  party  to  go  into  further  eyidence,  if  the  drcumstances  be  such  Hood  ▼.  Pimm. 
as  to  entitle  him  to  that  indulgence.     But  the  position  of  things  '^^  setting 
is  Tery  different  when  the  decree  is  no  longer  in  minutes,  but  has  ^^^^  f^^  irregu. 
been  drawn  up,  passed,  and  entered.     It  is  true  the  practice  here  lanty  or  sur- 
enables  a  party  to  set  aside  a  decree  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  '''^tition  of 
or  of  surprise  occasioned  by  the  fraud  or  bad  faith  of  the  other  re-hearing  and 
side,  as  at  law  the  practice  enables  a  party  on  such  grounds  "i**^^^^*^*^ 
to  get  rid  of  a  judgment  (a).      But  if  the  decree  has  been  where  the  de- 

T^nilarly  obtained,  and  no  fraud  or  bad  faith  can  be  imputed  to  ^^'^  ^  the  con- 

...  I  ,         .  sequence  of 

the  other  side,  it  is  new  to  throw  out  that  there  is  any  mode  gome  delbct  in 

of  getting  rid  of  such  decree  except  by  a  petition  of  rehearing.  *be  prooeed- 
In  that  respect  the  practice  of  this  Court  differs  from  that  of  the  °^' 
Courts  of  Common  Law,  which  it  is  well  known,  if  a  trial  has  not 
been  lost,  will  upon  an  affidavit  of  merits,  set  aside  a  regular 
judgment  upon  certain  terms.  Upon  the  petition  of  rehearing 
ecmiing  on,  the  party  presenting  it  may  make  any  application, 
which  the  practice  of  the  Court  would  have  permitted  him  to 
have  made  upon  the  original  hearing ;  and  if  there  has  been  any 
slip,  which  might  have  been  then  remedied  by  an  interlocutory 
application,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  that  interlocutory  applica- 
tion being  made,  notwithstanding  the  omission  to  make  it  on 
the  former  occasion.  Indeed  if  the  decree  has  been  the  con- 
sequence of  some  defect  in  the  proceedings,  which  can  only  be 
suppUed  by  an  application  of  that  kind,  it  is  obvious  that  such 
^iplication  must  be  made  simultaneously  with  the  cause  being 
reheard,  or  the  result  will  necessarily  be  the  same  as  before. 
Mood  V.  Pimm,  V.  C,  June,  1830. 


The  circumstances  of  this  case  of  Hood  v.  Pimm  are  familiar  to 

the  profession.     From  a  mistake  of  counsel  the  will  had  not  been 

proved,  and  the  bill  was  consequently  dismissed.      There  was 

^then  an  attempt  to  bring  the  cause  on  again,  notwithstanding  the 

(o)   The    question    of   setting  before  it  can  be  drawn  up,  passed, 

ide  for  irregularity,  or  surprise,  and  entered ;    and  if  there  has 

decree  drawn  up,  passed,  and  been  irregularity,  or  surprise,  it 

tered  can  seldom  arise ;  as  the  was  his  business  to  come  forward 


Iverse    party,  in    general,  has      at  an  earlier  period. 
"^B^bundant  notice  of  the  decree. 
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Thomas. 


1847.         dismissal ;  but  it  turned  out  that  the  decree  had  been  drawn  up, 
passed,  and  entered.     Upon  that  attempt  the  Court  expressed 
itself  as  above.     A  petition  of  rehearing  was  then  presented,  and 
Hood  Y.Pimm,  when  it  came  on  to  be  heard  there  was  a  motion  for  liber^ 

to  exhibit  interrogatories  to  prove  the  will.  The  motion  was 
supported  by  an  affidavit  detailing  the  circumstances  of  the 
mistake,  and  after  a  long  argument  was  successful.  See  4 
Simons,  101. 


Three  persons 
contract  to  sell 
to  a  fourth  a 
piece  of  land, 
and  also  to  buy 
from  him  a 
piece  of  land — 
One  of  the 
three  abandons 
the  agreement 
— Specific  per- 
formance 
nevertheless 
decreed. 


There  was  a  peculiarity  in  the  case  of  Hood  v.  Pimm  which  it 
may  be  useful  to  mention.  Hood,  Potter,  and  Welch  had  agreed 
to  sell  to  Pimm  a  piece  of  ground,  and  Pimm  had  agreed 
to  sell  to  Hood,  Potter,  and  Welch  another  piece  of  ground : 
Hood,  Potter,  and  Welch  filed  their  bill  against  Pimm  for  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement.  Soon  after  the  bill  was  filed. 
Potter  resolved  not  to  insist  upon  the  agreement,  and  he  applied 
to  have  his  name  struck  out  as  a  plaintiff,  which  the  Court 
ordered,  and  he  was  thereupon  made  a  defendant.  Sir  Edward 
Sugden  was  the  leading  counsel,  and  the  reporter  was  the 
junior  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs.  Both  counsel  entertained  some 
doubt  whether  they  should  be  able  to  sustain  the  bill.  The 
cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  Yice-Chancellor.  The 
objection  that  the  argument  had  been  abandoned  by  one  of 
the  parties,  who  had  contracted  jointly  with  the  plaintiffs,  was 
urged,  but  did  not  prevail ;  and  there  was  a  decree  that  the 
agreement  should  be  specifically  performed.  The  reporter  not 
long  ago  lent  his  notes  of  the  case  to  some  gentleman,  and  they 
have  never  been  returned. 


Anon.  There  is  an  anonymous  case  1  Yes.  Jun.  93,  which  is  cited  in 

1  Ves.  Jnn.  93.  our  books  of  practice,  and  has  often  perplexed  the  practitioner. 

Lord  Thurlow  is  reported  to  have  suggested  that  a  bill  of  review 
[a  supplemental  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review]  was  the 
remedy  under  the  circumstances  there  mentioned.  The  language 
attributed  by  Tesey,  Jun.  to  Lord  Thurlow  is — Certainly,  if 
by  a  clerical  misprision  [Mr.  Mitford's  motion  was  on  the  gromid 
of  surprise]  anything  was  inserted  in  the  order  [on  further 
directions]  as  by  consent  to  which  the  party  had  not  consented, 
there  must  be  some  way  of  rectifying  it,  and  he  should  suppose  it 
might  be  by  bill  of  review,  but  it  could  not  be  done  by  motion. 
He  might  as  well  take  upon  himself  to  alter  any  other  part  of  the 
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Tecord. — Whether  where  there  exists  surprise  only,  a  party  could         18^7. 
l>e  relieved  upon  motion  without  a  petition  of  rehearing,  will  it  is  Tatloii  v 
apprehended  from  what  appears  above,  depend  upon  the  quality  Thomas. 
47f  the  surprise.     Consent  however  introduces  a  new  element, 
^^hich  requires  a  separate  discussion,  an  opportunity  for  which 
^riU  probably  some  day  occur. 


V.  C.  Engl. 
1846. 

COOMBES  V.  WARWICK.  ^      ^'     - 

coombbs  v. 
^Varwick 

Al^R.    Cooper  and   Mr.  3IiUer  for  the  plaintiff,   upon    a  An  application 
niotion  beine  made  by  the  defendant  to  dismiss  for  want  of  ^  *^«  Master 

for  IcaTe  to 

pi*08ccution,  stated  that  an  application  to  amend  the  bill  amend  the  bill 
fa&d   "been  made  to  the  Master,  who  refused  it,  and  it  was  court^pon 
then  renewed  by  way  of  appeal  before  his  Honour,  when  it  *pp«*1  affinns 

•^        "^  '^'^  .  .  the  Master's 

mot  ivith  the  same  fate.     It  was  a  case  in  which,  when  the  decision- 
application  was  made  to  the  Master,  the  four  weeks  men-  ^"d™appHca* 
tion^d  in  the  66th  Order  of  May,  1845,  had  already  expired ;  *ion  to  the 

^-  ,  •'1  Master,  sup- 

^^cL   the  plaintiff  conceiving  that  the  Orders  of  May,  1845,  ported  by  addi- 

oUgKt  to  receive  the  same  construction  as  the  Orders  of  **'*"*^  cadence. 

Ap»-il,  1828,  and  that  he  had  been  in  error  in  applying  to 

the     faster,  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.     The  Lord 

Charincellor,  however,  thought  with  respect  to  the  amend- 

''^^riti  of  bills,  that  there  was  that  distinction  between  the 

^^a^rs  of  April,  1828,  and  those  of  May,  1845,  which 

Lor<i  Lyndhurst  had  pointed  out  in  Chrisfs  Hospital  v. 

^^^^inger{a) ;  and  that  the  decisions  upon  the  construction 

^^  tVie  former  with  regard  to  the  amendment  of  bills  were 

^ot   ^plicablc  to  the  latter,  and  the  consequence  was,  that 

***  ^applications  to  amend  the  bill  must  be  made  to  the 

"^^^ter  in  the  first  instance  (ft).     The  plaintiff  had  therefore 

^^)    1  Phill.  634.  There  are  questions  with  regard  to 

^^)  The  case  upon  this  appeal  other  applications  to  the  Master, 

''^^on  win   be    reported   in   a  not  being    applications   for    the 

**^^uent  part  of  this  volume,  amendment    of    bills,  which    it 
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COOMMMV. 

Warwick. 


taken  out  a  second  warrant  before  the  Master,  for  leave  to 
amend  the  bill,  and  had  filed  further  affidayits  making  a 
new  case.  It  was  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  pluntiff, 
that  under  these  circumstances  the  motion  to  dismiss  ought 
to  stand  over  and  await  the  result  of  the  Master'^s  decisicm 
as  to  the  amendment  of  the  bill  upon  the  new  application. 

Mr.  Spence^  Mr.  StintoUy  and  Mr.  Jervis  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  suggested  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the 
plaintiff,  having  already  applied  to  the  Master  who  had  re- 
fused the  application,  and  having  then  appealed  to  the  Court 
with  no  better  success,  to  go  to  the  Master  a  second  time. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob,  however,  said  that  he  had  never 
heard  that  an  interlocutory  application,  which  had  failed, 
might  not  be  renewed  upon  a  new  case.  It  was  every 
day*s  practice  to  come  to  the  Court  upon  motions,  whick 
were  substantially  the  same  with  those,  which  had  been 
already  made,  and  upon  petitions,  which  were  substantially 
the  same  with  those,  which  had  been  already  presented, 
there  being,  however,  additional  evidence  in  support.  If 
that  was  the  practice  in  the  Court  he  thought  it  ought  to 
be  the  practice,  in  this  instance  at  least,  in  the  office  of  the 
Master.  In  his  opinion,  too,  it  made  no  difference  thai 
there  had  been  an  appeal  to  himself,  and  he  had  affirmed 
the  Master's  former  decision.  The  motion  to  dismiss  must 
stand  over  for  the  present,  in  order  that  it  might  be  ae&i 
in  what  way  the  Master  would  deal  with  the  new  appli- 
cation. 


1847. 
11  Jan. 

The  Lord 
Chancellor  de- 
clines in  causes, 
depending  in 
the  Courts  of 
the  Vice-Chan- 
cellors, to  hear 
motions  by  way 
of  appeal  from 
orders  of  the 
Master  giving, 
or  refusing, 
leave  to  amend 
biUs. 


The  plaintiff  having  made  a  second  application  to  the 
Master  for  leave  to  amend  his  bill,  and  the  Master  having 
refused  it,  a  motion  was  made  by  way  of  appeal  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  renewing  the  application. 


is  hardly  possible  will  not  soon 
come  before  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
llie  reporter  is  somewhat  desirous 
of  seeing  how  those  questions  are 


disposed  of,  before  putting^  in 
print  his  account  of  the  above* 
mentioned  motion. 
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Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Miller  for  the  motion  referred  to 
the  3  &  4  WiU.  IV.  c.  94,  ss.  13,  14  (a). 

Mr.  Spencoy  Mr.  Stinion^  and  Mr.  Jervis  appeared  for 
tbe  defendant  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  and  in  support 
of  the  Master*8  order. 

The  Lord  Chancbllor  said,  tJiat  without  doubt  under 
the  first  of  the  two  sections  of  the  Act  for  regulating  the 
practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  which  had  been  referred 
to,  parties  might  appeal  by  motion  from  the  order  made  by 
die  Master  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  without  going  to  the 
intermediate  Court,  but  it  was  equally  without  doubt  that 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Vice-Chancellors'  Acts  (&),  the 


1847. 


CoOlf  BBS  V. 

Wa&wick. 


(a)  And  be  it  further  enacted. 
That  the  Masters  in  Ordinary  of 
the  High  Court  of  Chancery  shall 
hear  and  determine  all  applica- 
tkma  for  time  to  plead,  answer,  or 
demur,  and  for  leave  to  amend 
hills,  and  for  enlarging  publica- 
tion, and  all  such  other  matters 
relating  to  the  conduct  of  suits  in 
the  said  Court  as  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor with  the  advice  and  assist- 
ance of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
and  yice-Chancellor,  or  one  of 
them,  shall  by  any  general  order 
or  orders  direct,  in  such  manner, 
and  under  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions as  by  any  general  order  or 
orders  to  be  also  issued  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  with  the  advice 
and  assistance  aforesaid,  shall  be 
directed ;  and  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  either  party  to  appeal 
by  motion  from  the  order  made 
on  such  application  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
or  Vice-Chancellor,  and  that  the 
order  made  on  such  appeal  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive. 

And  be  it  enacted.  That   no 

such  application  as  above-men- 

ioned  shall  in  future  be  heard 


by  any  of  the  Judges  of  the  said 
Court  of  Chancery,  except  on 
appeal  as  hereinbefore  provided. 

(b)  By  the  Act  creating  the 
Court  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England,  53  Geo.  III.  c.  24,  s.  2, 
it  is  enacted,  that  such  Vice-Chan- 
cellor shall  have  full  power  to 
hear  and  determine  all  causes, 
matters,  and  things,  which  shall 
be  at  any  time  depending  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  of  England, 
either  as  a  court  of  law,  or  as  a 
court  of  equity,  or  incident  to  any 
ministerial  office  of  the  said  Court, 
or  which  have  been  or  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Court,  or  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  Lord  Keeper,  or 
Lords  Commissioners  for  the 
custody  of  the  Great  Seal  for  the 
time  being,  by  the  special  autho- 
rity of  any  Act  of  Parliament,  as 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  Lord  Keeper, 
or  Lords  Commissioners  for  the 
custody  of  the  Great  Seal  shaU 
from  time  to  time  direct. 

By  the  Act  creating  the  Courts 
of  the  two  new  Vice-Chancellors, 
5  Vict.  c.  5,  s.  22,  it  is  enacted, 
That  each  such  Vice-Chancellor 
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Lord  Chancellor  was  at  liberty  to  direct  that  business  of 
this  kind  should  be  heard  by  the  Vice-Chancellor.  Now  this 
cause  belonged  to  a  Vice-Chancellor^s  Court,  and  consi- 
dering the  state  of  the  appellate  business  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  how  large  a  portion  of  his  time  must  for  the 
next  six  months  be  occupied  there ;  and  that  as  well  as  he 
could  judge  there  was  no  great  probability  that  on  the 
days  on  which  he  should  not  sit  in  the  House  of  Lords,  he 
should  be  able  to  do  more  than  keep  down  the  business, 
which  had  of  late  been  brought  before  the  Chancellor,  h^: 
must  decline  to  hear  motions  by  way  of  appeal  from  orde 
of  the  Master,  giving  or  refusing  leave  to  amend  bills.  I 
was  not  necessary  for  him  to  express  any  opinion  upon  th 
policy  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.),  nor 
the  Orders  of  May,  1845.  If,  however,  as  had  been  int 
mated  (a),  the  suitors  were  dissatisfied  at  not  having  a. 
appeal  from  the  Courts  of  the  Vice-Chancellors  to  himsel 
he  would  observe  that  it  was  not  his  fault  that  they  had  nc 
such  appeal. 


.  -f, 
=)t 


shall  have  full  power  to  hear  and 
determine  all  causes,  matters,  and 
things,  which  are  or  shall  be  at 
any  time  depending  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  England,  either  as 
a  court  of  law,  or  as  a  court  of 
equity,  or  incident  to  any  minis- 
terial office  of  the  said  Court,  or 
which  have  been  or  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  Court,  or  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor by  the  special  authority  of 
anv  Act  of  Parliament,  as  the 
Lord  Chancellor  shall  from  time 


to  time  direct. 

By  the    interpretation  clau 
section  64,  it  is  enacted,  that  t 
expression    "  Lord    Chancellor 
shall  mean  also  and  include 
Lord  Chancellor,   Lord  Keep 
and    Lords    Commissioners    f» 
the  custody  of  the  Great  Seal 
the  United  Kingdom  for  the  ti 
being. 

(a)  Allusion  is  here  made  ' 
the  argument  upon  the  moti 
mentioned    in    the    note,    an 
page  281. 


to 
ion 

ite. 
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DAVIS  V.  CHANTER.  ^;;;;^^ — ' 

'^18  was  an  appeal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of  one  of  j^^^  ^^  y^ 

.€  yice-Chancellors,  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  by  "*  appeal  fiom 

°  .an  order  that  a 

uch  it  was  ordered,  that  the  cause  should  stand  over  with  cause  shall 

lilixrty  for  the  pliuntifl&  to  amend  their  bill  by  adding  proper  u^CTty^JT  ^* 
p^fc»ties  thereto  as  they  should  be  advised,  and  to  bring  on  amend  by  add- 
cause  again  to  a  hearing  as  they  should  be  advised.  Ber^fordv, 

-»  Adair  2  Cox. 

-Mr.  JSagshawe  for  the   respondents,  upon  the   open-  ^g  dvemiiSl. 
of    the  appeal   took    a    preliminary  objection    that 


there    could    be    no    appeal   from   such    an    order,  and 

cited  JBeresford   v.  Adair  (a).     There,  when  the  cause 

<;{aine  on  originally  to  be  heard,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 

directed  that  it  should   stand  over  with  liberty  for  the 

plaintiff  to  amend  the  bill  by  adding  parties.     But  upon 

consideration  it  appeared  that  the  parties  proposed  to 

^    added  were  not  necessary  parties,  and  the  plaintiff 

on  that  ground  appealed  from  the  decretal  order  directing 

the    cause  to  stand  over,  alleging  that  he  was  entitled 

to  lutve  relief  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.     Lord 

Thurlow  said  that,  in  truth,  the  want  of  parties  was  in  its 

nature  a  reason  for  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  bill,  and  that 

it  Was  a  matter  of  relaxation  on  the  part  of  the  Court  when 

it  permitted  the  cause  to  stand  over  with  liberty  for  the 

plaintiff  to  add  the  parties,  and  this,  therefore,  was  an 

order   considered  always  as  made  by  consent.     If  the 

plaintiff  was  dissatisfied  with  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to 

the  Want  of  parties  he  should  have  let  his  bill  be  dismissed, 

^^  then  have  appealed  from  the  order  of  dismissal ;  but 

he  never  could  appeal  from  an  order  which,  in  the  shape  of 

^h  purported  to  have  been  made  by  consent.     His  Lordship, 

"i^i^fore,  said  he  would  make  no  order  on  the  appeal. 

V    S^<^h  vfBa  the  language  of  Lord  Thurlow. 

^r.  Cooper  for  the  appellants  made  the  remark  upon  Beres- 

f^d  V.  Adair,  printed  ante,  page  42,  and  cited  Oshourn  v. 

^^llotosQ))^  and  made  the  remark  with  reference  to  that 

(a)  2  Cox,  156.  (6)  1  Ru88.  &  Myl.  742. 

u 
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case,  printed  ante,  page  50.  He  also  noticed  the  authorities 
and  adverted  to  the  arguments,  ante,  pages  50 — 53  (a). 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  it  was  difficult  to  understand 
some  of  the  expressions  attributed  by  Mr.  Cox  to  Lord 
Thurlow,  and  particularly  that  which  states,  that  an  order 
directing  a  cause  to  stand  over  with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff  to 
amend  his  bill  by  adding  parties,  in  the  shape  of  it  purports 
to  be  an  order  made  by  consent.  Whether  the  remark  of 
Lord  Thurlow  was  to  be  solely  referred  to  the  order  in  that 
case,  or  was  general,  it  was  not  easy  to  determine ;  it  was 
plain,  however,  that  Lord  Lyndhurst  had  not  thought  that 
the  practice  of  the  Court  was  such  as  the  respondents  con- 
tended. He,  too,  had  never  before  heard  that  such  an  order 
could  not  be  appealed  from.  It  would  be  most  inexpedient  to 
leave  the  suitors  without  appeal  from  orders  of  that  kind — 
they  often  gave  rise  to  questions  of  great  importance  to  the 
practice  of  the  Court,  in  which  it  was  essential  for  the  in- 
terests of  the  suitors  that  uniformity  should  be  preserved, 
and  for  that  purpose  liberty  of  appeal  was  necessary.  The 
test  was,  did  the  order  contain  a  statement  that  it  was 
made  by  consent!  If  there  was  no  such  statement  the 
order  might  be  appealed  from.  He  was  glad  to  perceive  the 
manner  in  which  the  case  before  Lord  Thurlow  had  been 
treated  by  Lord  Lyndhurst ;  but  even  if  he  had  not  been 
supported  by  what  had  occurred  before  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
he  should  not  have  hesitated  to  entertain  the  appeal. 


1847. 
Jan.  12. 

V— , ' 

Bristowb  v. 
Nbbdham. 

Objection  to 
the  hearing  of 
a  petition  on 
the  ground  that 
the  petitioner 
had,  since  it 
was  presented, 
been  placed  in 
contempt,  over- 
ruled under  the 
circumstances. 


\ 


BRISTOWE  V.  NEEDHAM. 

In  the  month  of  May  last  the  defendant  presented 
petition   of  appeal  from  an   order  of  one  of  the 
Chancellors.     In  the  month  of  July  he  gave  a  notice 
motion  upon  a  point  quite  unconnected  with  the  petitio 
appeal.     This  motion  was  heard  and  dismissed  with 

(a)  Those,  who  are  curious  in      may  usefully  consider  the 
the  progress  of  a  point  of  practice,      and  dicta,  ante,  pagea  40 — 5 


of 


Nbbdham. 
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In  December  these  costs  were  taxed,  and  not  being  paid         my« 
ao  attachment  was  issued.  Bunows  v. 

Mr.  Cooper  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  petition  being  this 
day  opened,  suggested  as  a  preliminary  objection,  that  the 
defendant  was  in  contempt. 

Mr.  22o/<,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the  rule  that 
a  party  in  contempt  shall  not  be  heard  until  he  has  cleared 
Ub  contempt,  did  not  apply  to  cases  where  a  notice  of 
motion  had  been  given  by  that  party,  or  a  petition  had  been 
presented  by  him  previously  to  the  proceeding,  which  had 
placed  him  in  contempt.  Besides,  in  the  present  case  the 
petition  had  been  several  times  in  the  paper,  and  had  been 
adjourned  sometimes  to  answer  affidavits,  sometimes  for 
the  convenience  of  counsel,  and  sometimes  in  consequence 
of  the  state  of  business  in  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  it  was  not  necessary  for  him 
to  determine  generally  whether  a  party  who  has  presented 
a  petition,  or  who  has  given  a  notice  of  motion,  and  who 
sobsequently  to  the  presenting  the  petition  or  giving  the 
notice  of  motion  has  been  placed  in  contempt,  is  or  not 
entitled  to  be  heard  notwithstanding  the  contempt,  and 
before  he  has  cleared  it.  Whether  such  a  question,  in 
general,  must  be  determined  by  priority  of  date  he  was 
not  called  upon  to  decide.  He  should  dispose  of  the 
objection  with  reference  to  the  particular  circumstances  of 
this  case.  Considering  that  the  motion  out  of  which  the 
oontempt  arose  was  one  totally  unconnected  with  the 
petition,  and  that  notice  was  given  of  it  two  months  after 
ihe  petition  was  presented,  and  that  it  was  by  accident 
'tiiat  the  motion  was  dii^>osed  of  before  the  petition,  and 
^■gain  by  accident  that  the  costs  were  taxed,  and  the 
f  ftachment  issued,  and  the  defendant  placed  in  contempt, 

bre  the  petition  was  heard ;  and  that  the  petition  had 

over  from  time  to  time   in   consequence    of   cir- 

over   which   the  defendant  had  no   control, 

^d  think  that  this  was  not  one  of  those  cases  in  which 
b^    objection  that  had  been  taken  ought  to  prevail. 
before,  pages  205  to  223.     See  also  page  247. 

u2 
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WiM^Kr.  '  WILLINK  V.  BENTINCK. 

Bbktinck. 

Mortgagee  of  The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  plantation  in  Demerara. 

col^y/having  ^^^  plaintiff  was  the  mortgagee  of  that  plantation  under 

obtained  a  instruments  of  a  period  earlier  than  that  at  which  the 
manager  and 

decree  for  sale  defendant  became  entitled,  and  the  defendant  therefore 

to^Vethe  ^^  ^^^  personally  liable  for  the  money  secured  by  the 

conient  re-  mortiraire.     There  had  been  a  reference  to  the  Master  to 

quired  by  the  .  . 

Colonial  Court  appoint  a  manager  in  the  colony,  who  was  to  remit  the 

o^as^uestri-  produce  to  a  consignee  in  London.     The  defendant  ha< 

^^'  been  appointed  such  manager ;  subsequently  the  defendan 


ceased  to  be  the  manager,  and  a  manager  proposed  by  the 
plaintiff  was  named.     A  principal  question  in  the 
was  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  a  sale  in  this  count 
That  question  was  decided  in  the  plaintiff's  favour.     Thoa**^  -^ 
decree  declared  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  tho^  ^^ 
plantation  sold  under  the  decree  of  the  Court  for  pajrmen:^  -^cit 
of  the  principal  and  interest  of  his  mortgage  debt.    Whilsr  ^^Bt 
the  defendant  was  in  the  management  of  the  plantatiocar^^i^ 
certain  debts  had  been  paid  out  of  the  produce  to  creditors"^^^^^ 
of  the  plantation,  not  being  debts  for  the  management  o^^    ^ 
it ;  and  which  debts  the  defendant  alleged,  and  the  plaintift'-S^*^^ 
denied,  to    be  properly  payable  out  of  the  produce,  a.^^     ^ 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  in  priority  !•  3"      ^^ 
the  plain tifTs  demand  as  mortgagee.   The  decree  therefor^'^^*^* 
after  directing  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the 
duce  of  the  plantation,  and  of  the  sale  of  the  said  produc^^ 
and  how  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  had  been  applied,  further -^^^' 
directed,  if  the  defendant  claimed  to  be  allowed  any  paj^-^^J* 
ment  made  by  him,  or  his  agents,  otherwise  than  on  accounc:^^^^^ 
of  the  management  of  the  plantation  during  his  mans 
ment,  the  Master  was  to  be  at  liberty  at  the  reqw 
of  either  party  to  state  any  circumstances  relating  thereto  '^  ^^^ 
specially  as  he  should  think  fit.     Whilst  the  proceedingrSS^^** 
aforesaid  were  going  on  here,  a  creditor  of  the  plantation  ^*^°» 
whose  debt  was  of  the  description  above  mentioned,  toorf^^^^ 
proceedings  in  the  courts  of  law  of  Demerara,  and  th^^^ 
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result  was  that  the  manager  nominated  by  the  plamtiff         18^- 
was  turned  out  of  possession,  and  the  estate  was  seques-  Willink  v. 
trated.     According  to  the  law  prevailing  in  the  colony  ^■'*"^<'** 
the  plantation  must  in  consequence  of  the  above  pro- 
ceeding have  been  sold  there,  notwithstanding  satisfaction 
of  the  debt  of  the  last-mentioned   creditor,  unless  the 
plaintiff,  an  incumbrancer  and  creditor  upon  record,  con- 
sented that  the  sale  should  not  take  place.     The  defendant 
being  anxious  that  the  estate  should  not  be  sold,  was 
willing  out  of  his  own  monies  to  satisfy  the  debt  of  the 
creditor  proceeding  in  the  colony,  without  prejudice  to 
the  question  whether  or  not  such  debt  was,  as  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff,  payable  out  of  the  produce  of  the 
plantation, — whether  it  was  a  debt  having  priority  over  the 
debt  of  a  mortgagee.  The  defendant  thereupon  gave  notice 
of  motion  before  the  Vice-chancellor  Wigram  that  the 
plaintiff  and  his  agents  might  join  with  the  defendant 
and  his  agents  in  the  acts  requisite  for  getting  rid  of 
the  sequestration,  the  defendant  paying  the    creditor'^s 
demand  without  prejudice.   That  motion  being  refused,  the 
defendant  now  renewed  it  by  way  of  appeal  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Lewis  for  the  appeal  motion. 

Air.  Wood  and  Mr.  John  Bailey  against  it. 

The  LoBD  Chancellor  said,  that  here  was  a  plantation 

in  one  of  our  colonies.     The  Court  had  at  the  instance  of 

thB  plaintiff  taken  possession  of  it  by  a  manager.    The 

Dourt  had  also  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff  decreed,  that 

the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  plantation  sold  under 

the    decree  of  the   Court  for  payment  of  the  plaintiff^s 

demand.     Whether  these  proceedings  were  right,  or  wrong, 

it  was  not  requisite  now  to  consider.     The  defendant,  or 

his  agents,  had  for  some  time  been  the  manager  under  the 

direction  of  the  Court.     In  that  character  the  defendant 

claimed  to  be  allowed  certain  payments  out  of  the  produce 

of  the  estate  as  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  and  in 

priority  to  the  plaintiff's  debt  as  mortgagee.    The  plaintiff 

on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  a  debt  of  this  kind  was 
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not  to  be  paid  out  of  the  produce  of  the  estate  as  against 
him  in  his  character  of  a  mortgagee.  How  this  was,  need 
not  be  now  determined.  It  was  plain  from  the  decree  that 
it  was  a  question  between  the  parties,  and  the  Court  so 
considered  it.  The  phiintiff  undoubtedly  was  not  obliged 
to  pay  this  money.  He  was  only  an  incumbrancer.  Nor 
was  the  defendant  obliged  to  pay  it.  He  was  not  person- 
ally liable,  but  the  estate  was  his,  and  he  was  dedrous  that 
it  should  not  be  sold.  That  being  so,  and  the  plaintiff,  sup- 
posing him  to  have  the  election,  having  come  to  this  Court, 
and  having  asked  its  assistance,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiff  to  do  whatever  was  necessary  on  his  part,  to  give 
effect  to  that  jurisdiction,  which  properly,  or  improperly, 
he  had  called  into  action.  It  was  not  for  him  to  say  that 
things  might  take  their  course  in  the  colony.  He  could 
not  be  called  upon  to  advance  money,  but  if  he  was  the 
only  creditor  in  the  colony  whose  debt  made  it  imperative 
upon  the  Court  there  to  proceed  to  a  sale,  he,  having 
obtained  a  decree  declaring  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  sale 
here,  ought  to  do  whatever  was  requisite  on  his  part  to 
prevent  the  colonial  Court  from  proceeding  to  a  sale  there. 
The  application  therefore  must  be  acceded  to.  The  plaintiff 
must  do  what  was  requisite  for  getting  rid  of  the  sequestra- 
tion, and  the  payment  to  be  made  by  the  defendant  for  satis- 
faction of  the  colonial  creditor  must  be  without  prejudice. 


1847. 
Jan.  14. 

^ . 

Fowler  v. 
Jamxs. 


CLARA  SOPHIA  FOWLER,  THE  WIFE  OF 
RICHARD  WALKER  FOWLER,  BY  HER 
NEXT  FRIEND  v.  WILLIAM  JAMES,  AND 
THE  SAID  RICHARD  WALKER  FOWLER, 


Inasoitforexe-  Bt  articles  of  agreement  for  a  settlement  executed  pre- 
S^"arti<^'  viously  to  the  marriage  of  the  plamtiff  and  the  defendant 
thcarticletcon-  Fowler,  it  was  agreed  that  the  personal  property,  which 

taining  a  limita-  tr     tr       ^  ^ 

tion  in  default  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  defendant  Fowler  in  her  right,  should 

children  to  the 

pertons,  who  would  be  the  next-of-kin  of  the 
We,  if  she  was  dead, — and  there  being  no 
chUdr-*yet  such  perBoni  need  not  be  parties. 
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become  entitled  to  during  the  marriage,  should  be  assigned         ^847. 
to  the  defendant  James  and  two  other  trustees  to  be  Fowlbev. 
chosen  as  therein  mentioned  upon  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  ^^*''^- 
ibe  phiintifF  and  the  defendant  Fowler  during  their  lives ; 
and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  upon  trust  as  to  the 
principal  monies  for  the  children  of  the  marriage,  and  in 
defoult  of  children  of  the  marriage  upon  further  trust  as  to 
the  said  principal  monies  for  the  plaintiff  absolutely  if  she 
should  survive  the  defendant  Fowler,  but  if  the  defendant 
Fowler  should  survive  the  plaintiff,  then  subject  to  his  life 
interest,  upon  trust  as  she  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment  upon  trust  for  such  persons  as  at 
the  death  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  her  personal 
estate  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  made  for  the  distribution  of 
intestates^  effects  in  case  the  plaintiff  had  died  a  widow 
and  intestate.     The  plaintiff,  or  the  defendant  Fowler  in 
her  right,  having  become  entitled  to  funds  of  a  large  amount, 
and  no  settlement  ever  having  been  executed  in  pursuance 
of  the  articles,  and  the  defendant  James  being  unwilling  to 
act  as  a  trustee,  the  present  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose 
of  having  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  proper 
settlement,  and  to  have  trustees  of  it  appointed^  and  to 
have  the  funds  transferred.     The  funds  were  standing  to 
the  account  of  a  lunatic,  and  the  cause  therefore  came  on 
to  be  heard  as  an  original  cause  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, when  it  was  objected  that  the  suit  was  defective  for 
want  of  parties,  and  that  those  persons,  who  would  now  be 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  plaintiff  in  case  she  were  dead 
ought  to  be  parties.     The  objection  was  founded  upon  a 
case  of  Wardle  v.  HargreaveSy  which  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  Vice-Chancellor  Knight   Bruce,   on  the   10th  of 
February,  1842.     In  that  case  stock  was  standing  in  the 
names  of  trustees,  of  whom  all  except  one  were  dead.     The 
trusts  were  for  a  party  for  life  with  remainder  to  those 
persons,  who  might  be  his  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  his 
death.     A  suit  was  instituted  for  the  appointment  of  new 
trustees,  to  which  no  persons  except  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
the  surviving  trustee  were  parties;  and  an  objection  was 
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1847.  taken  on  that  ground.  His  Honour  held  the  suit  to  be 
FowLiRv.  defective  for  want  of  parties.  He  said,  he  had  always 
Jambs.  understood  the  rule  to  be  that  under  those  circumstances 

the  persons,  who  would  be  the  next  of  kin  of  the  cestui  que 
trust  tenant  for  life  if  he  were  dead,  ought  to  be  parties, 
and  he  ordered  the  cause  to  stand  over.  It  did  not  appear 
there  was  in  that  case,  as  in  the  present  case,  any  power  of 
appointment  by  will :  but  the  absence  of  such  power,  it 
was  submitted,  could  make  no  difference. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  inquired  of  the  counsel,  who  made 
the  objection,  whether  there  was  any  other  authority  in 
support  of  it  besides  that  of  Wardle  v.  HargreaveSj  and 
being  told  that  it  was  the  only  case  of  which  they  we 
aware,  his  Lordship — after  saying  he  agreed  that  th 
circumstance,  that  here  the  wife  had  a  power  of  ap 
pointment   by  will,    did   not   aflbrd  a  distinction,  upo: 


which  any  reliance  could  be  placed — observed  that  th^^-*^ 
rule  mentioned  in  the  case  cited   must  often    produc^^^^ 
inconvenience   and   expense.      That  such   next   of  kinr^E^ ^ 
were  a  fluctuating  class :  that  there  might  be  rnntinnnr  mr  ^^ 
alterations  in  the  individuals    composing  it  during  the^-^^^^ 
progress  of  an  inquiry:    that  sometimes  the  individuate f  m^ 
might  be  changed  altogether,  and  sometimes  their  numbere^r^^^ 
augmented.     Would  it  not  be  necessary  that  supplemental.^^  ^ 
bills  should  be  filed  from  time  to  time?    He  did  not 
collect  to  have  met  with  the  rule.     Were  there  not 
in  which  it  had  been  held  sufficient  to  bring  before  thx^^^-^^^ 
Court  a  person  being  only  a  tenant  for  life  (a)  !    He  shouldE>  Im^A 
dcdino  to  allow  the  objection  in  the  present  instance. 

Mr.  Cooper ^  Mr.  Jamts  Parker^  Mr.  Stintan,  and  Mr.  rM  t:Ir, 
W«»<;rr*,  were  the  counsel  in  the  cause. 

{a)  See  Giffard  r.  Hort,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  408. 
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1846; 
Jnly  25. 


RANKEN  V.  HARWOOD.  iuj.«n  •. 

Harwood. 

There  was  a  foreclosure  suit  against  one  Harwood,  who  Where  the  de- 
died  soon  after  it  was  instituted.     A  bill  of  revivor  and  on  to  come  in' 
supplement  was  then  filed  against  Harwood's  executors,  Jhfc^^f^ 
and  a  decree  was  taken  for  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  pre-  not  restrain  a 
mises,  and  in  case  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  should   be  pursuing  his 
insufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  money  due  on  the  l^'^^^y- 
mortgage,  then  an  account  was  directed  of  the  testator's 
specialty  debts  and  of  his  assets  generally  in  the  usual 
terms.      After  this  decree  a  motion  was   made  before 
Vice-Chanccllor  Wigram  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
the  executors,  to  restrain  certain  proceedings  at  law  by 
Kirk,  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  testator,  when  it  was 
urged  on  behalf  of  Kirk,  that  the  decree  was  only  con- 
ditional upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  premises.     The   Vice-Chancellor  pro- 
nounced a  learned  and  elaborate  judgment,  the  substance 
of  which  will  be  found  in  a  subsequent  part  of  this  volume, 
i:^efusing  the  motion  upon  another  ground.     The  defend- 
ants,  the    executors,  thereupon    appealed    to    the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

Mr.  Romilly  and  Mr.  Pole^  for  the  appeal  motion. 

Mr.  Rolt  and  Mr.  Taylor ,  against  it. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  course  of  the  argument 

Noticed  the  circumstance  that  there  was  to  be  no  account 

of  other  debts — that  other  creditors  were  not  to  be  at 

liberty  to  come  in — unless  the  mortgaged  premises  should 

^ot  produce  enough  to  pay  what  was  due  upon  the  mort- 

gaf^e.    If  the  mortgaged  premises  should  produce  more  than 

enough,  or  if  they  should  produce  enough,  to  pay  what  was 

flue  upon  the  mortgage,  then  there  was  to  be  no  account  of 

other  debts,  nor  of  the  general  assets  at  all.     In  that  case 

other  creditors  could  have  no  benefit  from  the  decree.     If, 

therefore,  the  injunction  was  granted,  it  might  turn  out 

that  the  Court  would  have  deprived  the  creditor  of  his 

legal  remedy,  and  yet  would  not  be  in  a  situation  to  give 
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Harwooo. 


1846.         him  any  relief.     His  Lordship  inquired  of  the  counsel  in 
Rankin  v.        support  of  the  motion,  whether  they  were  aware  of  any 

precedent  for  the  Court  granting  an  injunction,  where  the 
decree  for  creditors  coming  in  was  thus  contingent  and 
uncertain,  and  being  answered  in  the  negative,  said  he 
would  not  restrain  the  creditor  from  pursuing  his  legal 
remedy. 


This  is  an  objection  which  the  reporter  has  constantly  urged 
against  some  suits  instituted  with  the  view  only  of  protecthig 
executors,  and  in  which,  neyertheless,  from  the  fiame  of  them, 
the  decree  must  make  the  taking  of  the  accounts  contingent  upon 
the  Master  finding  that  all  persons  belonging  to  a  class  an 
present.  He  has  always  urged  that  at  least  until  the  Master 
had  found  that  all  the  persons  constituting  the  class  were  present, 
and  had  commenced,  or  was  about  to  commence,  the  taking  of 
the  accounts,  a  creditor  proceeding  at  law  could  not  be  stopped 
by  such  a  decree. 

The  following  references  may  occasionally  save  the  practitioner 
some  trouble.  "  Injunction  against  creditor  whose  judgment  was 
such  as  ultimately  to  entitle  him  to  execution  de  bonis  propriis  of 
the  executor. — Costs  at  law  to  the  creditor  down  to  time  of  notice 
of  the  injunction  to  be  paid  by  the  executor ;  also  costs  of  the 
application  in  equity. — It  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  depriying 
a  plaintiff  of  the  conduct  of  a  creditors'  suit,  that  the  proceedings 
up  to  the  decree  have  been  conducted  by  the  executor's  solicitor, 
with  the  yiew  of  obtaining  an  injunction  against  a  creditor  pro- 
ceeding at  law. — Form  of  ordinary  injunction  in  creditors'  suit, 
against  a  creditor  proceeding  at  law." — Booklet  y.  Crum$naek^  1 
C.  P.  Cooper,  125,  132.  "Results  of  an  executor  pleading  pleas 
deemed  false,  and  pleas  not  deemed  false,  within  his  own  know- 
ledge.— The  defence  at  law  of  executor  haying  been  such  as  to 
entitle  creditor  ultimately  to  execution  de  bonis  propriis,  suggested 
distinction  where  such  defence  had  in  yiew  the  protection  of  a 
decree. — Some  cases  in  which  the  injunction  has  restrained  exe- 
cution against  the  assets  only,  leaying  the  creditor  at  liberty  to 
proceed  against  the  representatiye  personally. — Question  as  to  the 
Court's  interference,  where  the  creditor  has  obtained  judgment 
prior  to  the  decree. — Different  decisions  as  to  the  creditor's  costs 
at  law,  and  of  the  appUcation  to  restrain  him."  See  1  0.  P. 
Cooper,  pages  132  to  141. 

See  further  the  Appendix  to  the  present  yolome. 
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184*. 
JnljrZS, 

DAVID    ELWIN    COLOMBINE    v.     SIR    JOHN  ^'^- "  *  "•■ 
PALMER      BRUCE      CHICHESTER,      BART.,  Colomwk... 

Chichistuu 

ROBERT  JOSEPH  PHILLIMORE,  JOHN 
DAVID  CHAMBERS,  SIR  HENRY  PYNN, 
GEORGE  EVANS,  CHARLES  WILLIAM 
SPICER,  HENRY  HUNGERFORD  HOLDITCH 
HUN6ERF0RD,  SIR  FREDERICK  HANKEY, 
WALTER  SHAIRP,  AUGUSTUS  WILLIAM 
HILLARY,  WILLIAM  LANGLEY  POPE,  AND 
STUDHOLME  HODGSON. 

The  bill  stated  that  for  some  time  previously  to  and  dm*ing  Bill  against  the 
the  month  of  May  1845,  there  existed  a  public  necessity  for  JJ^JSttee  <rfa 

the  construction  of  a  direct  railway  communication  between  projected  rail- 
way company 
the  cities  of  London  and  Exeter,  and  westward  through  for  the  deliToy 

the  counties  of  Devon  and  Cornwall  to  Falmouth  and  Pen-  ^twl^o^t 
amce.  and  many  persons  of  influence  and  wealth  as  land-  oyemiling  de- 

,      ,  .  mturen  for 

owners,  merchants,  and  capitalists  were  desirous  that  such  want  of  equity 
railway  communication  should  be  formed ;  and  in  the  month  biu^contai^^ 
of  May  1845,  the  plaintifi^,   with  the  assistance  of  one  i»o  sufficient 

•^  *^  .  allegation  that 

William  Ancrum,  projected  the  formation  of  a  joint-stock  the  defendants 
company  to  be  established  with  a  capital  of  3,000,000/.  to  of'i^d^^^ 
be  divided  into  120,000  shares  of  251  each,  for  the  pur-  certificates. 

*  Qaertion  as 

pose  of  constructing  a  railway  between  London  and  Exeter ;  to  the  power  of 
and  on  the  24th  day  of  May,  1845,  plaintiff  caused  the  ^l^^^tteeto 
said  jointHStock  company  to  be,  and  the  same  was  duly  compensate 

^  r     ^  »  J    seinees  of  a 

registered  pursuant  to  the   Act  of  Parliament  in  that  promoter  1^  an 
behalf  by  the  name  of  the  London  and  Exeter  Railway  shares  free  from 
Company,  and  such  name  was  afterwards  altered  to  the  ^^^^ 
name  of  the  Direct  London  and  Exeter  Railway  Company,  to  the  sale  of 
with  an  extension  to  Falmouth  and  Penzance ;  and  such  cer^ouo!^ 
altered  name  was  afterwards  duly  registered  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  Parliament  in  that  behalf,  and  the  said  company 
was  thereinafter  distinguished  by  the  name  of  the  Direct 
London  and  Exeter  Railway  Company.     That  after  the 
said  company  had  so  as  aforesaid  been  provisionally  regis- 
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1846;        tered^  the  plaintifF  prepared  and  caused  to  be  prepared,  at 


GoLOMBiNs  V.  his  own  risk  and  expense,  various  advertisements  and  pro- 
CH1CHI8TIR.  spectuses  announcing  and  detailing  the  objects  and  advan- 
tages of  the  proposed  company ;  and  plaintiff  caused  pro- 
spectuses to  be,  and  the  same  were  extensively  circulated  m 
the  cities  of  London  and  Exeter,  and  in  the  various  towns 
and  populous  places  throughout  the  several  counties  of 
Middlesex,  Berks,  Hants,  Wilts,  Dorset  and  Devon; 
and  plaintiff  also  caused  the  advertisements  relative  to 
the  said  company  to  be,  and  the  same  were,  inserted  in 
the  leading  London  and  country  newspapers  circulating 
throughout  the  counties  and  districts  aforesaid;  and  hy^ 
those  means  and  otherwise  plaintiff  caused  the  objects  an 
intentions  of  the  said  company  to  be,  and  the  same  becam 
extensively  known  to  the  public;  and  many  persons  o 
capital  and  influence  highly  approved  of  the  objects  of  th< 
said  company,  and  the  same  was  generally  considered  b 
the  public  to  be,  and  in  fact  was  a  project  of  great  valu 
and  if  properly  managed  and  conducted  likely  to  prove 
secure  and  profitable  investment  of  capital.  That  in  orde 
to  further  the  formation  of  the  said  company,  plaintiff 
his  own  expense  took  various  journeys  to  the  several  to 
and  places  of  importance  along  the  line  of  the  propose^ 
railway,  and  bad  interviews  with  various  landed  proprieto 
and  other  persons  having  local  interests,  and  solicited  an» 
procured  the  promise  of  their  support  and  influence  in  favo 
of  the  said  Company ;  and  he  also  caused  a  preliminary  i 
spection  and  general  survey  to  be  made  of  the  line 
country  through  which  the  said  railway  was  intended 
pass ;  and  by  means  of  the  publicity  given  by  plaintiff  tp  th^ 
said  Company  and  the  objects  thereof,  and  of  the  pains  an<^ 
labour  bestowed  by  plaintiff  in  securing  the  support  anc^ 
influence  of  many  persons  interested  in  the  property  of  th 
districts  through  which  the  said  railway  would  pass,  man; 
persons  of  capital  became  desirous  of  taking  shares  in  th 
said  company.  That  plaintiff  received  applications  for 
from  responsible  persons  addressed  to  himself  as  the  pro- 
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xnoterof the aud companyamountingto300,000andupwards;    ,     1846. 
^Jid  plaintiff  caused  the  said  applications  for  shares  to  be  ar-  Coi^mbims  v. 
r^uiged  and  classified  in  alphabetical  lists,  and  proper  and  ^"'<'"*®"*- 
^^mplete  inquiries  to  be  made,  and  evidence  obtained  as  to 
'trlie  respectability  and  responsibility  of  the  several  appli- 
o^mts  for  shares,  and  plaintiff  in  fact  received  applications 
fSoT  ahares  from  responsible  and  respectable  persons  to  an 
anoont  exceeding  the  whole  number  required  for  raising  the 
necessary  capital  of  the  said  company.     That  in  the  month 
o£  September  1845,  Thomas  Dowglasse,  the  defendants 
Syans,  Hillary,  Hungerford,  Pope,  Hankey,  and  Pynn,  Ed- 
iTArd  Straw  Blundell,  Thomas  Piers  Healey,  and  defendants 
H^od^son,  Shairp,  and   Spicer,  consented  and  agreed  to 
ac^    as  a  provisional  committee,  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pleting the  formation  of  the  said  company,  and  conducting 
dud   managing  the  affairs  thereof.    And  the  said  Dowglasse, 
And   defendants  Evans,  Hillary,  Hungerford,  Pope,  Hankey, 
and   f  ynn,  said  Blundell  and  Healey,  and  defendants  Hodg- 
s<>x^9    Shairp,  and  Spicer,  became,  and  were  such  provisional 
coinrnittee,  and  continued  to  act  as  such  provisional  com- 
lait-t^e  down  to  the  time  of  entering  into  the  agreement  with 
plaintiff  thereinafter  set  forth;  and  no  person  other  than  the 
cAid  several  persons  lastly  before  named  was  at  the  time  of 
^■^t-^ring  into  the  said  agreement  a  member  of  the  said  pro- 
visional  committee,  or,  exclusive  of  plaintiff,  had  any  right 
^^  Authority  to  interfere  in  the  conduct  or  management  of 
*"^  «i&irs.of  the  said  Company.     That  in  the  early  part  of 
*^^    said  month  of  September  1845  the  said  provisional 
^^^O-mittee.  were  desirous  of  getting  into  their  own  hands 
™©  entire  control  and  management  of  the  said  project ;  and 
they  proposed  to  negotiate  with  plaintiff  for  the  surrender 
^y  "^ay  of  purchase  from  him  of  all  his  interest  in  the  said 
P'^posed  Company ;  and  they  requested  plaintiff  to  state  to 
^«en[^  the  terms  upon  which  plaintiff  was  willing  and  would 
^^^^ent  to  surrender  to  them  his  said  interest ;  and  in  com- 
P"^tice  with  such  request  plaintiff  wrote  and  sent  to  the 
**^d  provisional  committee  a  letter  dated  the  8th  day  of 
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1846.        September  1845,  which  so  far  as  is  material  was  to  the  effect 
Ck>u>ifBiiai  •.   following ; — "  Carlton  Chambers,  Regent  Street,  September 

8th,  1845.  Oentlemen,  With  reference  to  the  resolution 
passed  at  the  last  meeting  of  the  Direct  London  and  Exet^ 
Railway,  requiring  me  as  principal  promoter  of  the  Com- 
pany to  state  my  views  relative  to  the  remuneration  to  be 
awarded  by  the  committee,  I  beg  to  state  that  the  matter 
was  undertaken  by  me  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Ancrum, 
who  called  my  attention  to  certain  passages  in  the  report  of 
the  Board  of  Trade  on  the  Berkshire,  Hampshire,  Wilt- 
shire, Dorsetshire,  and  Somersetshire  Lines,  &vouring  a 
Direct  Line  from  London  to  Exeter.  Mr.  Ancrum  not 
being  in  a  condition  to  further  the  object  in  view  I  duly  re- 
gistered the  same.  Since  that  period  the  matter  has  be^ 
worked  on  my  responsibility  alone.  The  names  of  all  the 
members  of  the  provisional  conunittee,  with  the  exception 
of  four  I  believe  procured  by  Mr.  Ancrum,  have  been  ex- 
clusively given  through  me ;  of  these  Lord  Mexborougfa's 
assistance  and  that  of  other  gentlemen  have  been  obtained 
through  a  friend  of  mine  at  my  request.  I  do  not  wish  to 
dictate  any  terras  whatever ;  but  as  I  am  required  to  state 
my  views,  I  think  that  the  committee  may  properly  award 
to  me  for  the  promotion  and  great  risk  incurred  in  launch- 
ing the  Company  1500  shares  (i.  e.  free  from  the  deposit  of 
1/.  7^.  6d.  but  subject  to  the  future  calls)  of  which  I  have 
to  give,  say  250,  to  the  friend  who  has  assisted  me  with 
the  names  alluded  to,  which  was  of  great  use  as  forming 
the  nucleus  of  the  company.  I  propose  that  the  shares  be 
for  the  promotion  only,  and  that  in  consideration  thereof  I 
be  considered  as  having  been  retained  as  solicitor  to  the 
Company  (jointly  with  some  old  established  firm  of  con- 
siderable practice  and  parliamentary  experience)  and  re- 
ceive hereafter  the  amount  of  costs  and  expenses  incurred, 
when  there  are  sufficient  funds  in  hand  for  the  purpoee. 
These  are  my  views,  but  I  am  quite  ready  to  waive  or  alter 
them  in  any  way  the  committee  may  think  right.  I  have 
the  honour  to  be,  gentlemen,  your  very  obedient  servant, 
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D.  E.  G>lombine.   To  the  Provisional  Committee,  Direct        U46. 
London  snd  Exeter  Railway."^    That  the  aaid  last-men*  Golombinbv. 
tioned  letter  was  duly  received  by  the  said  provisional  com- 
mittee and  the  terms  thereof  were  discussed  at  several 
meetings  of  the  said  committee,  and  resolutions  relative 
Uiereto  were  entered  upon  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  said  committee ;  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  said  committee 
held  on  the  29th  day  of  September  1845,  the  terms  of 
agreement  between  plaintiff  and  said  provisional  committee 
for  the  purchase  by  them  of  plaintiff^s  interest  in  the  said 
Company  were  finally  settled  and  agreed  to ;  and  it  was 
then  agreed  between  plaintiff  and  the  said  provisional  com- 
mittee that  in  consideration  of  plaintiff  giving  up  to  them 
all  his  interest  in  the  said  company,  plaintiff  should,  as  a 
remmieration  for  the  pains  and  trouble  which  plaintiff  had 
been  at  in  procuring  and  completing  the  formation  of  the 
said  Company,  receive  1500  shares  in  the  said  Company  on 
which  a  deposit  of  1/.  7^.  6d.  per  share  should  be  considered 
Ba  paid ;  and  it  was  further  agreed  between  plaintiff  and 
tiMB  said  provisional  committee  that  plaintiff  should  be  re- 
Ajuned  as  solicitor  for  the  said  Company  jointly  with  some 
ol^er  firm  of  respectability  to  be  appointed  by  the  said 
n v^^visional  committee ;  and  it  was  further  agreed  between 
pJ^TJntiff  and  the  said  provisional  committee  that  the  said 
ment  between  them  and  plaintiff  should  take  effect  as 
the  16th  day  of  September  1845.     That  accordingly 
tiff  on  the  same  29th  day  of  September  1845,  drew  up 
emorandum  in  writing  containing  the  terms  of  their 
agreement,  which  was  as  follows : — **  Memorandum, 
S^jptember  16th,  1845,  I  do  hereby  agree  that  on  condition 
^>^      receiving  1500  shares,  on  which  a  deposit  of  1/.  7s,  6rf. 
share  shall  be  considered  as  paid,  the  same  shall  be 
flidered  as  my  remuneration  for  all  trouble  I  may  have 
VI  at  as  promoter  of  the  Line  called  the  Direct  London 
Exeter  Railway,  and  acknowledge  that  all  claim  in  re- 
of  such  promotion  or  otherwise  on  my  part  shall  be 
iBidered  as  satisfied  up  to  this  day,  except  nevertheless 
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1846.  money  actually  expended  (an  estimate  of  which  has  been 
CoLOMBiNB  V.  given  in  up  to  a  certain  period,  but  which  has  been  since 
Chichester,    increased)  on  behalf  and  in  furtherance  of  the  interests  of 

the  Company,  which  is  to  be  repaid  me  when  funds  are  in 
hand  for  the  purpose ;  the  said  Company  holding  me  harm- 
less against  all  liabilities  incurred  by  me  on  its  behalf, 
and  pledging  itself  to  retain  me  as  joint  solicitor  witt^^^^ 
equal  share  of  the  duties  and  emoluments  with  another 
licitor  or  firm  to  be  associated  with  me.     D.  E.  Colombin< 
Witness,  H.  G.  Preston."^    That  the  said  memorandum  (c:^     .  of 
agreement  was  duly  signed    by  plaintiff  and    delivere^^rsred 
to  the  said  provisional  committee,  and  they  accepted  tfacCcJthe 
same,    and    passed  a  resolution  approving  thereof,  am^^^Bod 
entered  the  same  in  the  minutes  of  their  proceedings ;  aiEir.MBnd 
thereupon  plaintiff  in  performance  of  the  said  agreement  o       oo 
his  part  gave  up  to  the  said  provisional  committee  the  entir  S  ^ire 
and  exclusive  management  of  the  said  company,  and  plac^<^=aced 
at  their  control  all  the  papers  and  documents  in  plaintittKr^ff^s 
possession  relating  to  the  said  Company  and  the  propose  <^^sed 
railway,  and  particularly  the  various  applications  for  shar-:^*re8 
in  the  said  company  and  the  arranged  lists  thereof,  and  tr  ^^the 
evidence  obtained  by  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  as  to  the  chara^^B^^c- 
ter  of  the  applicants :  and  plaintiff  thenceforth  ceased  ^^ 

have  any  control,  or  take  any  part  in  the  management  »  ^^ 
conduct  of  the  affairs  of  the  said  company  except  as  jois.  'S^^^ 
solicitor,  and  as  acting  under  the  direction  of  the  sa  ^-^^'^ 
committee;  and  the  said  provisional  committee  in  par 
performance  of  the  said  agreement  on  their  part,  paid  ai 
discharged  the  liabilities  which  plaintiff  had  incurred  in  tl 
formation  of  the  said  company.  That  the  said  provisionisJi^  ' 
committee  after  their  said  agreement  with  plaintiff  mad 
an  allotment  of  shares  in  the  said  company  to  variou 
persons  and  received  deposits  thereon  to  a  large  amount 
and  they  might  if  they  had  thought  proper  have  made 
allotment  of  shares  to  respectable  and  responsible  applicants 
to  the  extent  of  the  whole  amount  of  the  capital  requii 
for  the  said  company ;  and  they  in  fact  represented  that  thej^' 
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hftd  allotted  the  whole  of  the  said  shares.    That  the  said         1^6. 

pitmsional  committee  on  the  17th  day  of  October,  1846,  Colombins  v. 

caused  to  be  published  an  advertisement  as  follows : — *'  The  ^"'®"«*'*** 

Direct  London  and  Exeter  Railway  (with  Extension  to 

Falmouth  and  Penzance).    The  Committee  of  Management 

hereby  give  notice  that  they  have  completed  the  allotment 

of  shares,  and  that  the  usual  letters  are  this  day  issued. 

fn  the  arduous  duty  of  deciding  on  claims,  unprecedented, 

t  is  believed,  in  their  number  and  respectability,  the  com- 

nittee  have  been  obliged  to  give  a  preference  to  applicants 

ocally  interested,  or  likely  to  bring  to  bear  for  the  Company 

i    large  share  of   legitimate  influence.      The  numerous 

lersons  with  undoubted  claims  on  the  score  of  wealth  and 

ocial  standing,  whose  applications  have  either  been  passed 

ver  or  cut  down,  are  requested  to  accept  this  reason  as  the 

ommittee^s  apology.    The  committee  desire  to  add,  that 

^hile  attestations  of  public  support  are  daily  reaching  them 

x>ixi  the  most  influential  quarters,  the  engineering  prepara- 

ons  under  Mr.  Braithwaite  are  so  far  advanced,  that  the 

roject  cannot  fail  to  be  placed  before  parliament  in  a 

lanner  the  most  satisfactory  to  the  shareholders.    E.  S. 

Imidell,  Hon.  Secretary.*^    That  the  said  provisional  com- 

ittee  after  the  allotment  of  the  said  shares  caused  a 

ibBcription  contract  to  be  prepared   and   executed  by 

te     several    shareholders    in    the   said   Company,    and 

lereby  the   said   defendants,    Hankey  and   Pynn,    said 

lundell,  said   defendant   Evans,  said   Healey,  said  de- 

ndants   Hillary,    Hodgson,   Hungerford,   Pope,   Shairp, 

picer,    and  Chichester,  were  appointed  the  provisional 

iminittee  of  the  said  Company,  with  full  power  to  add 

their  number,  and  to  remove  any  member  of  the 
lovisional  committee  whose  continuance  as  a  member  of 
^  committee  might  be  considered  prejudicial  to  the 
of  the  Company,  and  to  fill  up  vacancies  which 

;ht  be  occasioned  by  death,  resignation,  or  otherwise, 

a  declaration  that  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  the 

ibers  of  the  provisional    committee   present  at  any 
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tM6-  meeting,  the  members  present  not  being  leas  than  five, 
CoLOMBUfi  9.  should  have  power  to  bind  all  present  as  well  as  all  absent 
Cvicmam.     i^gi^ibers  of  the  committee,  as  also  Uie  general  body  of 

shareholders ;  and  general  authorities  w^e  thereby  given  to 
the  said  provisional  committee  to  manage  tha  affiurs  of  th^ 
said  Company,  and  all  contracts  entered  into  on  belialf  o  41 
the  said  Company  up  to  that  time  were  confirmed.     Thaz^jl, 
siaid  several  persons  so  as  last  aforesaid   appointed  th- 
provisional  committee  of  the  said  Company  adopted 
confirmed  the  said  agreement  with  plaintifi;  and  agreed 
him  to  perform  the  same.     That  said  Dow^^aase  was  n^ 
appointed  by  the  said  subscription  contract  a  member  of 

the  said  provisional  committee,  and  previously  to  the  di^^ate 
of  the  said  subscription  contract  he  had  ceased  to  be^^  « 
member  of  the  said  provisional  oonunittee,  and  had  e*   ^mer 
since   ceased  to   have  and  had  not  any  interest  in  iK=iie 
said  Company  or  the  affairs  thereof.     That  some  time       in 
October  1845,  said  Blundell  and   Healey  were  severaB-JIj 
removed  from  their  office  of  members  of  the  said  {► 
visional    committee,    under    the    authority   of    the 
subscription    contract,    and    they    had    ceased    to    hi*  ^^ 
and  they  had  not  any  interest  in  the  aflairs  of  the  s^^i^ 
company,  and  that  defendants  Phillimore  and  Chamb^^^ 
were    severally    duly    appointed,  and    were    members        ^ 
the    said    provisional    committee.       That    shortly   afa^K^ 
the   allotment    of  shares  had  been  made   in    the 
company,  disputes  and  differences  arose  between  vari< 
members  of  the  said  provisional  committee,  as  to  su^^^ 
allotment,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  same  had 


made ;  and  plaintiff  complained  to  said  committee  that,  *  ^ 
the  fact  was,  no  shares  had  been  allotted  to  him  pursua^^^^ 
to   the   said   agreement,   dated    16th    September,    18*^^^^^ 


although   plaintiff^  made  several  applications  to  the  ^- 
committee  for  such  allotment.  That  on  7th  November^  18-:*^^  ^^ 


plaintiff^  received  from  Mr.  Henry  Byng  Hall,  the  secreta: 

of  the  said  company,  a  letter  dated  7th  November,  184*:*^^^' 

as  follows  : — *'  Sir,  I  am  requested  by  Sir  Bruce  '^--'^"^-— -^•'* 
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(duurman)  to  request  you  will  be  good  enough  to  prepare        ^^^ 
eopieB  of  the  eontraets  entered  into  with  the  company,  both  CoiMfanra  •. 
■B  regards  yourself  and  Mr.  Ancnim,  in  order  that  they  ^^■'®"" 
nay  be  placed  before  the  Board  at  the  next  meeting, 
iriueh  will  take  place  at  one  o'clock  to  morrow.     I  am,  Sir, 
four  obedient  servant,  H.  Byng  Hall,  secretary. — Colom- 
trine,  Esq."^   That  in  reply  thereto  plaintiff  on  the  same  day 
not  to  the  said  H.  B.  Hall  a  copy  of  the  said  agreement, 
luted  16th  Sept.  1845,  and  also  a  letter  which,  so  far  as  was 
DAterialy  was  as  fcdlows : — '*  Sir,  I  have  to  acknowledge  the 
eoeipt  of  your  letter  of  this  day's  date,  and  in  compliance 
rith  the  wish  therein  expressed,  I  beg  to  forward  herewith 
eopj  of  the  memorandum  signed  by  me  on  the  occasion 
aferred  to.^    That  a  meeting  of  the  said  provisional  com- 
dttee  was  held  on  the  8th  Nov.  184f5,  at  which  the  said 
greennent  with  plaintiff  was  discussed,  and  a  question  was 
lised  by  some  of  the  members  present  as  to  the  validity 
tiereof,  and  it  was  resolved  by  the  said  committee  that  a 
ase  should  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  counsel  as  to  the 
alidity  of  the  said  agreement.     That  such  case  was  stated 
looordingly,  and    the   opinion  of  counsel   was  obtained 
hereon,  and  soon  afterwards  the  said  provisional  com- 
nittee  caused  the  said  case  and  opinion  to  be  communicated 
X)  plaintiff.   That  such  opinion  was  in  favour  of  the  validity 
it  the  said  agreement,  so  far  as  related  to  the  delivery  to 
duntiff  of  the  1500  shares  in  said  Company  for  the  con- 
nderation  stated  in  said  agreement,  and  plaintiff  thereupon 
ireoDcd  the  performance  of  the  said  agreement  by  said 
committee.      That  towards  the  beginning  of  December, 
1845,  by  reason  of  the  disputes  and  differences  which 
izisted  between  the  members  of  the  said  provisional  com- 
nittee,  and  the  alleged  mismanagement  of  the  affairs  of 
ihe  said  Company  by  some  of  the  said  members  of  the 
■ovisioiial  conmiittee,  the  value  of  the  said  undertaking 
lad  declined  in  public  estimation,  and  the  shares  were 
lODg  bought  and  sold  in  the  market  at  a  discount ;  and 
ibe   said    provisional    committee    determined   to   call   a 

x2 
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^M6.  ^  public  meeting  of  the  sharehoIderB  of  the  said  Compftny,  to 
CoLOMBon  •.  explain  the  state  of  the  affiurs  of  the  said  company,  and  to 
CBioHnTBm.    qIj^Ii^  ^\^q  sanction  of  the  said  shareholders  as  to  the  past 

proceedings  of  the  said  committee,  and  as  to  the  coarse  of 
management  to  be  adopted  for  the  future.    That  plaintiS^ 
being  desirous  of  obtaining  the  fair  performance  of  the 
said  agreement,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  said  defendant^ 
Chichester,  who  was  then  desirous  that  said  agreement 
with  plaintiff  should  be  performed,  wrote  and  sent  to  saic 
provisional  committee  a  letter  dated  5th  December  1845^1^  ^*. 
as  follows : — '^  8,  Carlton  Chambers,  Regent  Street,  Decern^ 
her  6th,  1845.    Gentlemen,  In  consequence  of  the  pre8en\ 
state  of  the  affiurs  with  regard  to  the  Direct  Exeter 
way,  I  feel  called  on  in  justice  to  myself  and  the  laboi 
bestowed  in  furtherance  of  the  objects  of  the 
from  May  till  September,  when  a  contract  was  made 
apportioning  to  me  1500  shares,  on  which  the  deposit 
1/.  7s.  6d.  should  be  considered  as  paid,  to  beg  that  yo~ 
earnest  attention  be  given  to  that  agreement,  and  that  y- 
will  inform  me  what  course  you  intend  to  pursue  relative 
it — no  shares  having  been  given  to  me  when  the  scrip 
issued,  my  situation  is  materially  altered  and  damaged, 
that  period  they  bore  a  premium  in  the  market  vaiyi: 
from  IO5.  to  2s.  6d.    It  was  the  duty  of  the  allotment, 
general,  committee  to  have  set  the  number  necessary 
for  me,  and  for  the  want  of  this  great  damage  has  been  t 
result.     In  the  present  state  to  which  the  aflhirs  of  t 
Company  have  been  reduced  by  the  policy  adopted,  the  15^^^ 
shares  would  be  nearly  valueless,  and  I  conceive  the  least^^  ^ 
can  now  expect  is  to  receive  in  money  a  sum  equal  to  t  ^^^^ 
deposits  on  1500  shares,  of  which  I  was  deprived  at         ' 
period  when  they  ought  to  have  been  tendered  to  me ' 
the  Company.   As  it  is  of  essential  importance  to  have 
question  disposed  of  before  the  public  meeting,  I  beg 
favour  of  an  immediate  answer  to  this  application.     I  ha. 
the  honour  to  be  your  obedient  servant,  D.  E.  ColombiiT^ 
To  the   Provisional  Committee  of  Management,  Dire^ 
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indon  and  Exeter  Railway.*"    That  the  said  meeting  of        1M6. 

areholders  was  advertised  to  take  place  on  Monday  the  Colombivb-o. 

th  December,  1845,  and  on  Saturday  the  13th  December  CHicMwia. 

neeting  of  the  said  provisional  committee  was  held  for 

B  purpose  of  discussing  with  plaintiff  the  manner  in  which 

9  said  agreement  should  be  performed.     That  after  some 

leoasion  it  was  proposed  by  plaintiff  and  agreed  to  by  the 

id  committee  that  instead  of  receiving  1500  shares  in  the 

id  Company  plaintiff  should  receive  1000  shares  with  the 

posit  paid  up,  and  the  sum  of  812/.  IO5.  in  cash.    That  the 

id  defendant  Chichester  drew  up  a  memorandum  in  writing 

Qtaining  the  said  terms  as  so  proposed  by  plaintiff  and 

reed  to  by  the  said  committee,  and  such  memorandum 

8  signed  by  the  said  defendants  Chichester  and  Hillary  on 

lialf  of  the  said  Company  and  taken  possession  of  by  the 

d  defendant  Chichester.    That  the  said  memorandum  was 

the  effect  that  plaintiff  agreed  to  accept,  and  the  said  com- 

ttee  to  give  to  plaintiff  812/.  lOs.  in  cash  and  1000  shares 

the  said  Company,  with  a  deposit  thereon  of  1/.  7^.  6c/. 

d  up,  in  lieu  of  said  1500  shares  mentioned  in  said  agree- 

nt  dated  16th  September,  1845.     That  it  was  agreed 

ween  plaintiff  and  said  committee  that  another  meeting 

the  said  committee  should  be  held  on  the  following 

»nday  morning  previously  to  the  public  meeting  of  share- 

ders,  to  confirm  the  said  agreement,  and  that  the  same 

uld  be  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  said  committee  and 

heck  drawn  in  favour  of  plaintiff  for  the  said  sum  of 

S/.  lOf.,  and  that  credit  for  such  check  should  be  taken 

BAid  committee  in  the  accounts  to  be  rendered  by  them 

:he  said  meeting  of  shareholders,  as  a  payment  made  by 

said  committee  on  behalf  of  the  said  Company.     That  a 

^ting  of  the  said  provisional  committee  was  held  accord- 

ly  on  the  morning  of  Monday,  15th  December,  1845, 

1  plaintiff  attended  such  meeting  pursuant  to  the  ar- 

igement,  and  at  such  meeting  a  resolution  was  accord- 

ly  passed  and  entered  in  the  books  of  the  said  committee 

ifirming  the  said  agreement  as  varied  and  directing  pay- 
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1M6«  ment  of  the  said  sum  of  8122.  10s.  and  the  delivery  of  the 
G«LOMBBn  •.  said  1000  shares  in  the  said  Company  to  plaintiff.  That  at 
Cnossma.     ^^  game  meeting  and  after  the  said  reeolutbn  had  been 

passed  a  check  for  the  said  sum  of  812/.  10s.  was  drawn 
and  signed  in  favour  of  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  being 
paid  to  pbuntiff  in  part  performance  of  the  said  agreement ; 
but  the  said  meeting  broke  up  suddenly  in  order  that  the 
members  thereof  might  attend  the  said  meeting  of  share- 
holders, and  the  said  check  was  by  accident  not  then  deli- 
vered to  plaintiff.  That  the  said  public  meeting  of  shares 
holders  was  held  pursuant  to  the  said  advertiaement,  and 
at  such  meeting  the  said  defendant  Chichester  as  the 
chairman  of  the  said  Company,  and  with  the  privity  of  the 
several  members  of  the  said  provisional  committee,  pro- 
duced and  read  a  statement  of  the  afiOurs  of  the  said  Com- 
pany in  which  the  said  provisional  committee  took  credit 
for  the  sum  of  4346/.  lis.  Sd.  as  money  paid  by  them  for 
preliminary  expenses,  and  which  comprised  the  said 
slim  of  812/.  10s.  the  amount  of  the  said  check,  and 
also  the  amount  of  1/.  7s.  6d.  per  share  on  1000  shares 
agreed  to  be  delivered  to  plaintiff  with  a  deposit  paid  up 
as  thereinbefore  stated.  That  since  the  said  meeting 
of  the  15th  December,  1845,  plaintiff  had  noade  fre- 
quent applications  to  the  said  provisional  committee,  and 
requested  them  to  deliver  to  plaintiff  said  check  for  the 
said  812/.  10s.  and  also  to  deliver  to  plaintiff  scrip 
certificates  for  1000  shares  in  the  said  Company,  with 
the  deposit  of  1/.  7s.  6d.  per  share  paid  up.  The  bill 
stated  that  the  defendants  sometimes  allqjed  that  the 
agreement  dated  16th  September,  1845,  was  invalid  by 
reason  of  the  stipulation  therein  contained  that  plaintiff 
should  be  employed  as  the  solicitor  of  said  Company  jointfy 
with  another  firm.  The  bill  charged  that  the  said  stipu- 
lation as  to  the  eniployment  of  plaintiff  as  solicitor  was 
vrtiolly  distinct  and  separate  from  the  stipulation  contained 
in  the  agreement  of  September,  1845,  as  to  the  delivery  of 
the  said  1500  shares,  and  the  consideratioQ  finr  tlie  same ; 
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id  that  the  siipalatioii  as  to  the  employment  of  plaintiff        i^ 
such  solicitor  as  aforesaid,  although  acted  upon  by  the  coi^om 
committee  for  a  time,  had  been  since  abandoned  both  CIhiobi 
fty  plaintiff  and  said  provisional  committee,  and  plaintiff  had 
4br  some  time  ceased  to  be  the  solicitor  of  the  said  Com^ 
SMmy.     The  bill  further  charged  that  at  the  date  of  the 
^nid  agreement  the  project  for  the  formation  of  the  said 
^)oinpany  was  of  great  value,  and  that  plaintiff  had  ex* 
ipended  much  time,  labour,  and  skill  in  maturing  the  same, 
^Uid  had  collected  much  information  and  many  materials 
"CMwards  the  formation  of  the  said  Company,  and  par- 
ticularly in  respect  of  the  number  and  arrangement  of  the 
^■pplicatioDS  for  shares  in  the  said  Company,  and  the  col- 
S.«ction  of  evidence  relative  to  the  responsibility  and  sol- 
"^^enoy  of  the  persons  applying  for  such  shares.     That  the 
X3aaterimls  and  information  so  collected  by  plaintiff  virere  ob- 
'^uuned  by  great  pains  and  labour,  and  that  the  same  were 
leoessary  and  essential  to  enable  the  said  committee  to 
a  proper  allotment  of  shares  in  the  said  Comjiany, 
id  the  said  committee  by  virtue  of  the  said  agreement  of 
klie    16th  of  September,  1845,  acquired  and  had  the  full 
^ft^enefit  of  the  said  materials  and  information.    That  the 
id  project  was  also  of  great  value  by  reason  of  the  same 
iving  been  registered  previously  to  the  29th  day  of  July, 
L845,  and  a  deposit  of  only  5L  per  cent,  upon  the  capital 
Ik^eing  required  by  the  Standing  Orders  of  the  House  of 
C^ommons  (a).    That  upon  the  faith  of  the  said  agreement 
the  16th  day  of  September,  1845,  being  performed  by 
said  provisional  c(»nmittee  plaintiff  gave  up  to  them 
tJae  entire  management  of  the  said  project,  and  they  took 

of  all  the  paperH,  documents,  and  information 

possession  or  power  relating  thereto,  and  in 

pwrtioular  ihe  said  lists  of  applications  for  shares  so  as 

mfiireaaid  arranged,  and  also  the  said  information  so  as 

(a)  Hie  Standing  Orders  now  require  one-tenth  part  of  the  amount 
Ribacribed  to  be  deposited. 


Crichbstxr. 
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1846.         aforesaid  obtained  with  reference  to  the  said  applicants. 
CoLOMBiKB  V.    That  the  shareholders  in  said  Company  were  very  nume- 

roas^  and  they  were  in  fact  so  numerous  that  they  could 
not  without  the  greatest  inconvenience  be  made  parties  to 
the  suit.  That  defendants  Chichester,  Phillimore,  Cham- 
bers, Evans,  Pynn,  Spicer,  Hungerford,  Hankey,  Shairp, 
Hillary,  Pope  and  Hodgson  had  been  duly  consti- 
tuted and  appointed  by  the  shareholders  in  said  Com- 
pany, and  were  trustees  of  said  Company  with  full 
power  and  authority  to  manage  and  conduct  the  aflairs  of 
said  Company,  and  they  fully  represented  the  rights  and 
interests  of  said  shareholders  in  all  matters  relating  to 
said  Company,  and  no  person  other  than  defendants  was  a 
trustee  of  said  Company,  or  had  any  power  or  authority 
to  manage  or  conduct  the  affiurs  of  said  Company,  or  to 
represent  the  rights  or  interests  of  the  shareholders  therein. 
The  bill  contained  numerous  other  charges,  either  repe- 
titions, or  immaterial  with  respect  to  the  points  here 
noticed.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  so  far  as  is  material  for 
the  present  report  was — that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
said  defendants  were  bound  by  virtue  of  the  said  agreement 
thereinbefore  mentioned  to  bear  date  the  16th  day  of 
September,  1845,  and  the  said  minute  or  memorandum 
varying  the  terms  thereof  made  at  the  said  meeting  of  the 
provisional  committee  on  the  13th  day  of  December,  1845; 
and  that  the  defendants  might  accordingly  be  decreed  to 
perform  the  same,  and  for  that  purpose  to  pay  to  plaintiff 
the  said  sum  of  812/.  10^.,  and  also  to  deliver  to  plaintiff 
scrip  certificates  for  1000  shares  of  25/.  each  in  the  said 
company  called  the  Direct  London  and  Exeter  Railway 
Company,  with  a  receipt  or  acknowledgment  that  the 
sum  of  1/.  78.  6d.  upon  each  of  such  shares  had  heesk 
paid  up,  plaintiff  being  ready  and  willing,  and  thereby 
offering  to  accept  such  shares,  and  to  execute  such  deeds 
or  other  instruments  as  might  be  necessary  or  proper 
to  be  executed  by  plaintiff  as  the  holder  of  such  shares. 
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To  this  bill  several  general  demurrers  for  want  of  equity         1846. 
"Were  put  in,  which  came  on  to  be  argued  before  the  Vice-  ck>LOMBiNB  r. 
ChanceUor  of  England.  Chichmtbr. 

For  the  demurrers  it  was  said,  that  under  the  Act  for  the 

Regulation  of  Joint-stock  Companies  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s. 

SS)  there  was  no  power — the  Company  being  only  pro- 

^visionally  registered — ^for  the  provisional    committee    or 

promoters  of  the  Company — promoter  being  the  name  appli- 

OJtble  to  all  persons  acting  in  the  formation  of  a  company 

pxior  to  complete  registration  (sects.  3  and  4), — to  enter  into 

c^ontracts  for  services  of  another  promoter  of  the  company, 

3uc2i  as  were  set  forth  by  the  bill.     That  the  expenses  of 

tlio     inspection  and  general    survey,   together  with    the 

inc>rm.ie8  out  of  pocket,  were  admitted  by  the  bill  to  have 

repaid  to  the  plaintiiF.     That  if  there  was  such  power 

foresaid,  the  services  could  not  be  compensated  by  an 

^^O'C^.ment  of  shares  exempt  from  the  payment  of  any  part 

o^  "^be  deposit.     That  the  bill  contained  no  allegation  that 

th^xr«  were  unallotted  shares,  so  that  the  defendants  could 

"^l^'^^er  the  scrip  certificates.     That  there  might  be  no 

^^J^cstion  to  the  Court  decreeing  specific  performance  of  an 

*&«"^fe«ment  to  purchase  shares  in  a  railway  company  which 

1*^^     obtained  its  act,  JDuncuft  v.  Albrecht  (a).     But  that, 

"^Vi.^  meaning  of  the  bill  was — this  being  a  projected  com- 

— that  the  defendants  were  to  purchase  the  scrip  certi- 

the  legality  of  such  a  transaction  was  very  doubtful 

before  the  passmg  of  the  act  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  for 

^       regulation    of   joint-stock    companies;   Jackson    v. 

^^^^A€r(6).      That  if  such  a  transaction  was  not  illegal 

^^^    12  Sim.  189.  all  must  too  well  know  they  had 

^T"^^^,^i  4Bemv.  69.   This  case  con-      beenmade  the  means  of  gambling. 


c«^'  oT^  *  dictum  only  of  the  Master  bribery,  and  frauds  of  the  most 

^      "^l^e  RoUs.     That  dictum  is  extensive    character.      Whether 

"^i^^ed  on  a  dictum  of  Lord  [such  huying  and  selling]  were 

^^'^^rden.    The  Master  of  the  legal  was  a  question  which  might 

^11«   lud  that  scrip  certificates  deserve  greater  consideration  than 

^^  l>cen  bought  and  sold,  and  as  it  had  received  that  day,  and  he 
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1846.  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  act,  there  still  was  a  question 
GoLOMum  V.  whether  railway  scrip  does  not  come  within  the  provisions 
CHicHssTBm.     ^f  ^jjg  26th  section  of  the  act,  by  which  before  a  oompaoy 

has  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  the  sale 


was  by  no  means  disposed  to 
treat  lightly  the  suggestions  of 
Lord  Tenterden.  That  nothing 
had  occurred  to  incline  him  to 
think  that  the  question  was  not 
one  worthy  of  most  serious  con- 
sideration. It  did  not  however 
appear  to  him  necessary  to  decide 
it  on  that  occasion. 

The  dictum  of  Lord  Tenterden 
was  in  Josephs  y.  Pebrer,  3  Bam. 
&  Ores.  639,  the  case  of  the 
Equitable  Loan  Bank  Company. 
The  scrip  certificate  declared  the 
holder  entitled  to  five  shares  with 
all  benefits  and  emoluments,  but 
subject  to  the  future  payments 
on  the  shares  and  all  matters  to 
be  contained  in  any  act  of  Par- 
liament for  the  regulation  of 
the  Company.  Lord  Tenterden 
thought  that  the  Company  was 
comprehended  by  the  words  of 
the  Bubble  Act,  which  was  then 
in  force.  He  added  there  was 
another  point  which  he  should 
notice  very  briefly,  as  it  was  not 
touched  upon  in  the  argument, 
namely,  that  the  trafficking  in 
those  shares  might  very  possibly 
have  been  illegal  at  conunon  law, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  bargain ing 
and  wagering  about  an  act  of 
Parliament  to  be  obtained  in 
future. 

See  further  what  was  said  by 
Lord  Wynford  in  Duvergier  v. 
Fellows,  5  Bing.  268,  and  by  the 
Vice-Chancellor  in  BlundeU  v. 
Winsor,  8  Sun.  612—614. 


Consider  however  the  words  of 
Lord  Denmsn  in  the  iMmdkm 
Grwsd  Jumctiom  RaUmay  Com* 
pamy  y.  Freemam,  2  Railway  Casei, 
504;  S.  C.  2  Man.  &  Gran.  040— 
that  there  was  no  principle  of 
law  preventing  the  company, 
whan  they  came  to  make  up  the 
register  book,  from  treating  the 
then  holders  of  scrip  certificates 
applying  for  shares  as  the  parties 
really  contributing  towarda  the 
cafntal,  which  the  company  was 
by  its  act  of  Parliament  autho- 
rized to  raise. 

Consider  also  the  language  of 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  Omrard 
y.  Hardey^  6  Scott's  New  Bep. 
476  :  that  the  raising  and  trans^ 
ferring  stock  in  a  company  could 
not  be  held  in  itself  an  offence  at 
conunon  law — that  such  spedes 
of  property  was  altogether  un- 
known to  the  law  in  ancient 
times,  nor  indeed  was  it  in  usage 
and  practice  until  a  short  period 
antecedent  to  the  passing  of  the 
Bubble  Act  — -  that  as  that  had 
been  repealed  there  was  no 
authority  for  holding  that  the 
raising  and  transferring  stock  was 
simply  and  per  se  an  offence  at 
common  law. 

The  author  haa»  according  to 
his  habit,  abstracted  and  arranged 
the  cases  and  dicta  at  common 
law  and  in  equity  connected  wHb 
the  subject  of  this  note.    They 
will  form  part  of  an  Appeadiz 
the  present  ycdnme. 


I 
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tpr  a  subseriber  of  his  ahare  or  interest  is  void  (a).    That  if        1M<. 
-^e  bill  could  not  be  supported  as  regarded  the  shares,  the  CoLOMinm  m. 
jlaintiff  could  not  have  any  relief  in  the  suit  as  regarded  ^"^ 
*4be  812/.  lOf.,  whidi,  as  it  was  said,  it  was  agreed  on  the 
33th  December,   1845,   the  plaintiff  should  receive,  the 
samnber  of  shares  being  reduced  from  1500  to  1000  shares. 
^That  part  of  the  agreement  was,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
solicitor  to  the  company.     There  could  be  no  perform- 
ice  of  this  part  of  the  agreement,  and  the  plaintiff  could 
lot  abandon  it.     That  agreements  were  entire,  and  if  an 
^agreement  could  not  be  performed  in  the  whole,  there  was 
^a  right  to  say  the  same  should  not  be  performed  in  part. 

Against  the  demurrers  it  was  submitted  that  the  pro- 
^^riaioiial  committee  had  power  to  enter  into  the  above 
^aontract  with  the  plaintiff.  That  the  subject  had  been 
^^iilly  considered,  and  eminent  counsel  had  written  opinions 
"fchat  the  agreement  was  perfectly  valid.  That  the  bill 
'^sontained  sufficient  allegations ;  and  that  the  fair  construe^ 
of  the  allegations  in  the  bill  was,  that  the  defendants 
provisional  committee,  whatever  might  at  one  time  have 
their  representations  on  the  subject,  were  possessed  of 
"^anallotted  shares.  That  a  claim  to  unidlotted  shares — to 
»me  an  original  shareholder — ^must  be  unobjectionable, 
it  that  if  that  was  not  the  construction  of  the  bill  and 
meaning  must  be  taken  to  be,  that  the  defendants 
a^liniiltl  go  into  the  market  and  purchase  the  scrip  certifi- 
-then  it  might  be  observed  that  railway  scrip  was 
lotorioosly  sold  daily,  and  the  Joint-Stock  Regulation  Act 
net  apply  to  sales  of  railway  scrip  (b).  As  to  the  812/. 
.0#.  it  was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  no  relief 

(a)  The  Court  of  Exchequer     way  which  cannot  be  carried  into 
determined   that   the    36th      effect  without  the  aid  of  an  act  of 


of  the  Joint-Slock  Com-  Parliament.     Young  v.  Smith,  15 

Regoktion  Act,  7  &  8  Vict  Mees.  &  Wels.  121  $  S.C,  4  Rail- 

^.  110,  does  not  apply  to  a  joint-  way  Casee^  135. 

ttock   company  having   for   Its  (6)  See  the  last  note. 
>lject  the  construction  of  a  rail- 
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1^46.        unless  the  other  part  of  the  bill  could  be  sustained.     That 

:oLOMuirB  o.   as  to  the  agreement  to  appoint  the  plaintiff  solicitor  to  the 

^BicHBSTBR.    ^mpauj,  that  part  of  the  agreement,  having  been  acted 

upon  for  a  time,  was  abandoned,  as  appeared  by  the  bill, 

and  being  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit  he  might  waive  it. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  said,  it  had  been  argued  that  the 
bill  asked  in  effect  to  have  that  done  which  could  not  be 
done ;  but  such  argument  would  have  been  correct  only  if 
the  bill  had  in  distinct  terms  stated  that  all  the  shares  had 
been  allotted.  But  he  did  not  find  anything  in  the  bill  that 
amounted  to  any  such  allegation.  That  during  the  argument 
he  had  particularly  examined  those  passages  which  related 
to  the  allotment,  and  he  must  say  that  they  did  not  a{^)ear 
to  him  to  amount  to  an  allegation  that  all  the  shares  had 
been  allotted.  The  provisional  conmiitt^e  had  the  power 
of  allotting  all  the  shares,  and  that  power  still  remained, 
except  so  far  as  it  might  have  been  taken  away  by  an  actual 
allotment  of  shares.  His  Honour  then  commented  upon 
various  passages  in  the  bill  relative  to  the  allotment  of 
shares,  and  said  that  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  it  appeal^ 
to  him  that  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  assume  that  those, 
who  had  the  direction  of  the  affiiirs  of  the  company,  had  not 
still  the  power  of  allotting  shares.  That  it  was  said  that  the 
committee  had  no  power  to  allot  shares  in  remuneration 
for  services,  but  must  receive  the  deposit.  That  that  ob- 
jection appeared  to  him  to  amount  to  nothing.  That  if  the 
provisional  committee  owed  money  to  a  person  who  came 
for  shares,  and  they  allotted  to  him  as  many  shares  as 
would  make  the  deposit  upon  them  equal  to  the  amount  O 
the  debt ;  was  not  such  a  transaction  l^al !  Was  i 
necessary  that  the  formality  should  be  gone  through,  that:^ 
the  creditor,  desirous  of  taking  the  shares,  should  first 
to  the  provisional  committee  the  amount  of  the  deposit,  ani 
then  that  they  should  hand  back  to  him  the  same  deposi 
in  liquidation  of  his  debt !  It  was  quite  idle,  in  his  mind,  U 
insist  on  any  such  formality.     A  great  deal  of  stress  h 
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been  kud  upon  this  being  a  dealing  in  scrip  certificates,  but,  ^     ^^^' 
according  to  his  understanding  of  the  bill,  it  called  for  Ck>LOMBurv  v. 
shares,  and  the  scrip  certificates  at  present  represented    ^*®"**"*' 
the  shares.    That  as  yet  the  shareholders  were  only  sub- 
scribers, and   the  shares  were    scrip    certificates.     The 
plaintiff,  in  asking  for  scrip  certificates,  was  merely  asking 
for  shares,  upon  which  a  certain  amount  of  deposit  should 
be  acknowledged  to  have  been  paid.     He  asked  for  scrip 
certificates  in  respect  of  unallotted  shares.     In  that  there 
could  be  nothing  illegal.     As  to  the  agreement  to  appoint 
the  plaintiff  solicitor  to  the  Company,  that  did  not  appear 
-to  require  any  notice. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  having  overruled  the  demurrers, 
^ere  were  appeals  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  before  whom 
^e  arguments  urged  on  both  sides  in  the  Court  below 
"vere  renewed. 

Mr.  Stuart^  Mr.  Jos.  Parher,  Mr.  Bacon^  Mr.  Daniel, 
9md  Mr.  Hetherington,  appeared  for  the  different  parties. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  the  services,  which  the 
]>]aintiff  alleged  that  he  had  performed,  were  that  he  had  pro- 
jected, with  the  assistance  of  a  Mr.  Ancrum,  the  formation 
^f  the  Company,  and  that  he  had  caused  it  to  be  provision- 
^ly  registered ;  and  that  he  had  prepared  prospectuses  and 
^circulated  them  extensively,  and  had  also  prepared  adver- 
tisements and  caused  them  to  be  inserted  in  the  news- 
jMipers.     That  he  had  taken  various  journeys  and  had  had 
^interviews  with  the  proprietors  of  lands  through  which  the 
^tulway  would  pass.     That  he  had  caused  a  preliminary 
inspection  and  general  survey  of  the  line  of  country.     That 
lie  bad  received  applications  for  shares  addressed  to  himself 
.as  the  promoter  of  the  Company,  and  that  he  had  caused 
such    applications    to   be    arranged   and    classified,    and 
inquiries  to  be  made  and  evidence  to  be  obtained  as  to  the 
respectability  and  responsibility  of  the  applicants.      That 
in  this  state  of  things  certain  persons  consented  to  act  as 
a  provisional  committee,  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
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the  formation  of  the  Company  and  managing  its  affiure. 
GoLomnniv.  That  these  provisional  committeemen,  being  deairona  of 
CaiuaMiaa.     having  the  entire  control  of  the  project,  negotiated  witii  the 

plaintiff  for  the  purchase  from  him  of  what  was  called  his 
interest  in  the  proposed  Company.     That  the  result  of  the 
negotiation  was  an  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
provisional  committee,  that  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff 
giving  up  to  them  all  his  alleged  interest  in  the  Company, 
die  plaintiff  should,  as  a  remuneration  for  the  pains  and 
trouble,  which  he  had  been  at  in  the  formation  of  the   <^.e 
Company,  and  as  the  principal  promoter,  receive   1500 
shares,  on  which  a  deposit  of  1/.  7s.  StL  per  share  should  be^ 
considered  as  paid,  and  the  pluntiff  was  to  be  retained 
solicitor  for  the  Company,  jointly  with  some 
firm.     That  the  plaintiff,  in  performance  of  the  agreemeni 
on  his  part,  gave  up  to  the  provisional  committee 
exclusive  management  of  the  Company,  and  {daced  at  theiH^f^-eir 
control  all  the  documents :  and  the  pbintiff  ceased  to  tak^^f-^B^ 
any  part  in  the  conduct  of  the  Company  except  as  joint  c'Kf^int 
solicitor,  acting  under  the  direction  of  the  conunittee :  anoJ-B"^*"^ 
the  provisional  committee  on  their  part  discharged  all  th^^aJTiiJ^the 
liabilities  which  the  plaintiff  had  incurred  in  the  formatioEXO^*^^^ 
of  the  Company.     The  plaintiff  was  paid  all  his  monies  outmm<^  ^^^ 
of  pocket.     After  this  agreement  the  provisional  oommitte^^^^-^^^^ 
made  an  allotment  of  shares,  and  then  a  subscriptiocKoi^^^ 
contract  was  prepared  and  executed  by  the  subscribersBrv  -i>  ^^^^ 
By  this  subscription  contract  authority  was  given  to  th»a:(<^     ^^ 
provisional  committee  to  manage  the  affiurs  of  the  Com^MX^^^^omr 
pany,  and  all  contracts  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  Com-i 
pany  up  to  that  time  were  confirmed ;  and  the  provisioi 
committee  appointed  by  the  subscription  contract  adoptefc^^**^ 
and  confirmed  the  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  and  agree2>^^ 
to  perform  the  same.     Then  came  the  modification  of  the 
agreement,  which  took  place  at  the  meeting  of  the  pi 

visional  committee,  in  December,  1845.     By  this  modifies 

tion  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  receiving  1500  shares,  was  to^>^^ 
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receive  1000  shares,  with  the  deposits  paid  up,  and  the  sum  l^MS. 
of  812/.  10«.  in  cash.  Now  it  was  admitted  that  all  the  CoumKon  v. 
moDiea  expended  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  promoter  of  the  ^^"^ 
Company  had  been  paid ;  and  might  it  not  be  a  question 
whether  the  provisional  committee  had  any  power  to  enter 
into  a  contract  of  this  kind  i  whether  the  services  of  the 
plaintiff  detailed  by  the  bill — all  his  outlay  as  promoter 
liaving  been  reimbursed — were  services  within  the  except 
tion  of  the  act  of  Parliament  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  23)i 
and  if  such  services  were  services  within  the  exception 
of  the  act  of  Parliament,  then  might  not  a  question 
arise,  whether  this  was  a  proper  mode  of  remunerating 
them  by  an  allotment  of  shares  in  the  Company,  on 
which  a  certain  deposit  should  be  considered  as  paid  I 
The  plaintiff  was  a  promoter  of  the  Company,  and  the  act 
of  Parliament  (see  sects.  3  &  4)  applied  that  expression  to 
every  person  by  whatever  name  acting  in  the  formation  and 
establishment  of  a  company  at  any  period  prior  to  the  com- 
pany obtaining  a  certificate  of  complete  registration.  Were 
not  the  provisional  committeemen  promoters  within  this 
definition  f  Had  they  power  to  enter  into  any  contract 
with  another  promoter  relative  to  any  such  services 
as  these,  and  to  compensate  these  services  by  awarding 
shares,  and  exempting  them  from  the  payment  of  the 
deposit  i  These,  however,  were  questions  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him,  in  his  view  of  the  case,  to 
determine.  There  was  another  question  which  had  been 
raised  in  the  argument,  and  which  depended  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  same  act  of  Parliament,  and  which  question 
also  it  was  unnecessary  for  him  to  decide.  It  had  been  said, 
that  if  there  was  no  sufficient  allegation  in  the  bill  that  there 
were  unallotted  shares  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  then 
the  construction  of  the  bill  was,  that  the  defendants  ought 
to  go  into  the  market  and  purchase  scrip  certificates  sufficient 
to  enable  them  to  perform  their  contract  with  the  plaintiff. 
Now,  if  that  was  the  meaning  of  the  bill,  might  not  the 
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1846^^  defendants  expose  themselves  to  another  difficulty!  In 
CoLOMBiNB  •.  the  case  cited  at  the  bar  {JacJuon  ▼•  Cocker)^  the  Blaster 
€hiche8tbr.    ^f  ^i^g  t^qWq  had  said,  that  it  was  a  question,  which  deserved 

great  consideration,  whether  scrip  certificates  of  this  kind 
could  be  legally  made  the  subject  of  sale.    In  the  view 
taken  in  the  Court  below,  it  was  not  necessary  to  consider 
that ;  neither  did  he  consider  it  a  matter  respecting  which 
it  was  requisite  for  him  to  express  any  opinion.     There 
was  nothing  in  the  stating,  or  charging  part  of  the  bill, 
which  pointed  to  that  kind  of  relief.     The  prayer  of  die 
bill  was  wholly  silent  as  to  the  defendants*  going  into  the 
market  and  purchasing  scrip  certificates.     It  was  a  point, 
therefore,  that  he  need  not  discuss.     The  above  questions 
might  be  important  questions,  but  it  was  not  now  necessary 
to  come  to  any  conclusion  upon  them. — There  was  another 
point  upon  which  he  differed  from  the  yice-Chancellor,  upon 
which  he  should  decide  this  case,  and  allow  the  demurrer. 
The  bill  was  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement 
of  the  16th  September,  1845,  with  the  variation  made  on 
the  13th  December,  1845,  and  that  the  defendants  might 
deliver  to  the  plaintiff  scrip  certificates  for  1000  shares, 
with  a  receipt  that  the  sum  of  1/.  7s.  6^7.  upon  each  of  such 
shares  had  been  paid  up.     Now  it  was  said  in  support  of 
the  demurrer,  that  there  was  no  allegation  in  the  bill,  that 
the  defendants  were  possessed  of  any  unallotted  shares  what- 
ever ;  and  in  his  opinion  that- must  be  taken  to  be  the  true 
meaning  of  the  bill.     The  statements  in  the  bill  were  these 
— that  the  plaintiff  received  applications  for  shares  from 
responsible  persons  to  an  amount  exceeding  the  whole 
number  required  for  raising  the  necessary  capital  of  the 
company — that  the  provisional  committee  had  made  an 
allotment  of  shares  to  various  persons,  and  they  might,  if 
they  had  thought  proper,  have  made  allotments  of  shares 
to  responsible  applicants,  to  the  extent  of  the  whole  amount 
of  the  capital  required  for  the  Company;  and  the  provisional 
committee,  in  fact,  represented  that  they  had  allotted  the 
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whole  of  the  said  shares,  and  the  bill  then  set  forth  a  copy         18^6. 

of  an  advertisement  published  by  the  provisional  committee,  Colombimb  v. 

in  which  they  gave  notice  that  they  had  completed  the  Chichewe*. 

allotment  of  shares.     Now  there  was  no  statement  nor 

charge  in  the  bill  that  this  representation  of  the  provisional 

committee,  that  they  had  allotted  the  whole  of  the  shares, 

HOT  that  the  representation  contained  in  the  advertisement 

that  they  had  completed  the  allotment  of  shares,  was  false  or 

incorrect.     In  the  absence  of  any  such  statement  or  charge, 

it  must  be  inferred  that  the  whole  of  the  shares  had  been 

allotted.     There  was  no  ambiguity,  and  even  if  there  had 

been  any  ambiguity,  it  must  be  recollected,  that  the  de- 

/oji^dants  had  a  right  to  adopt  that  construction  of  the  bill, 

^v%*l^  ich  was  the  most  favourable  to  themselves,  and  the  least 

'a^'^ourable  to  the  plaintiff.     Tliat  was  a  general  rule  in 

n^c^'fctcrs  of  pleading.    There,  then,  w*as  a  bill  for  the  specific 

pe^^M.-fbrmance  of  a  contract,  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  1,000 

B^^MTM  J)  certificates,  and  the  bill  not  only  did  not  allege  that 

^'^^^    defendants  were  possessed  of  such  scrip  certificates,  but 

1^    viKaust  be  infeiTed  that  the  allegations  were,  that  all  the 

""^^^^■•es  had  been  allotted,  and  the  defendants,  therefore, 

not  have  in  their  hands  any  such  scrip  certificates. 

this  ground,  and  upon  this  ground  alone,  he  should 

"vr  the  demurrer.     Upon  the  two  other  points,  as  he 

already  intimated,  it  was  not  requisite  for  him  to 

any  opinion. 


The  foregoing  judgment  is  in  some  places  a  consolidation,  and 

^^  other  places  a  slight  amplification  (requisite  for  more  easy 

^mprehension),  of  the  remarks  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 

^^ring  the  argument  of  the  case,  which  was  unusually  desultory, 

^d  involred  other  points  besides  those  mentioned  above. 
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Dec.  9, 10,  THOMAS  FINDEN  v.  CHARLES  STEPHENS,  WM. 
-  *"'^,"'  '  BLANDY,  ANN  FRANCES  QUELCH,  JEMIMA 
Stephens  QUELCH,  EDWARD  CHAMBERS,  AND  ELIZ. 

ELEANOR  HIS  WIFE,  JOSHUA  BROWN,  AND 
SARAH  HIS  WIFE,  AND  ANN  BUSHNELL. 

Wish  and  de-  1"^^  ^^^^  Stated  that  James  Bushnell,  deceased,  was  entitled 

sire  that  a  par-  ^^  considerable  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  and 

ticular  person  '      rj  ^  » 

should  be  ap.  also  to  considerable  general  personal  estate,  the  freehold, 

nagerofthe  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates  being  partly  situated  in 

foJri? ""  ur^^^  Berkshire,  and  partly  in  Middlesex.     That  the  plaintiff  was 

for  which  his  a  surveyor  and  architect,  and  that  he  was  employed  by  the 

trustees  might  ....  .  j        i    •         j-i      -j  ^«  j    • 

have  occasion  testator  m  surveying  and  valuing  dilapidations,  and  m 

considered^!  ^P*'**®  ^^  various  descriptions,  connected  with  his  estates ; 

as  opinion  and  and  that  he  was  also  employed  by  the  testator  in  preparing 

as  a  trust.  plans  and  specifications  for  building  certain  houses,  and  that 

rec^mmenda-  ^^^  many  years  before  the  testator's  death  he  was  the  general 

tion  arc  never  adviser  and  agent  of  the  testator  in  letting  and  manairing  his 

construed  as  o  o    o    ^ 

trusts,  unless  property,  and  that  the  testator  reposed  great  confidence  in 

certain  *^  *^®  plaintiff  as  such  surveyor,  agent,  and  general  adviser. 

It  is  not  the  That  the  testator  by  his  will,  dated  March,  1845,  devised  and 

practice  of 

courts  of  equity  bequeathed  the  whole  of  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 

suits^^ifbehaif  ®s*»^8,  and  also  his  general  personal  estate,  to  the  defend- 

of  parties,  who  ants  Stephens  and  Blandy,  upon  trust  to  pay  to  the  defend- 

have  onlv  the  *,„,.. 

probability  of  a  ant  Ann  Bushnell,  his  widow,  an  annuity  of  1,000/.  for  life, 

upon^ven^s  ^^^  "P^"  further  trust,  to  pay  all  the  surplus  rents  and  income 

which  may  to  her  four  nieces  the  defendants  A.  F.  Quelch,  J.  Quelch, 

never  happen.*  . 

Peculiarity  E.  E.  Chambers,  and  S.  Brown,  to  their  separate  use; 

tbn  prayed—  ^"^   ^^^^^  their  deaths  the  estates  were  to  go  as  they 

to  restrain  an  ghould    by   will    appoint,    and,    in    default    of    appoint- 

aCvf  "  men  ^^ 

would  have  ment,  to  the  defendant  A.  F.  Quelch  absolutely;  and  he 

plainti^to  f^^^  power  to  his  trustees,  the  defendants  Stephens  and 

raise  the  ques-  Blandy,  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants  the  four  nieces, 

tion  that  the  '^  ' 

bill  prematurely  to  make  leases  of   his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 

raise.  ^    ^   °  estates ;  and  he  also  gave  to  the  defendants  the  trustees, 

T  *d^Ch^**^i  P^^®^ — with  the  approbation  in  writing  of  the  defendants, 

lor*s  vritien  the  four  nieces — to  sell  his  said  freehold,  copyhold,  and 

judgment. 
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laasdiQld  estates,  and  the  proceeds  were  to  form  part  of        ^N6. 
lus  residuary  personal  estate.     The  will  then   contained  Findbm  v. 
the  following  dause,  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  claim  in  the  ^''^'^""'^' 
BQit  was  founded:  **and  inasmuch  as  my  estate  and  property 
will  require  more  management  than  I  can  expect  of  my 
trustees  peisonally  to  bestow,  it  is  my  wish  and  desire  that 
Thomas  Finden,  of  Upper  John  Street,  Fitzroy  Square, 
architect  and  surveyor,  in  whose  judgment  and  integrity 
I  place  great  confidence,  be  appointed  for  all  purposes 
for  which  they  or  he,  my  trustees  and  trustee,  may  have 
occasion  for  an  agent,  receiver,  and  manager  of  all  or  any 
of  my  estates  and  property ;  and  in  case  the  hereinbefore- 
named  Thonuis  Finden  shall  die,  or  desire  not  to  act 
fiirther  in  the  said  office,  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  my  said 
wife^s  nieces,  the  said  Ann  Frances  Quelch,  Jemii^a  Quelch, 
Elisabeth  EUeanor  Chambers,  and  Sarah  Brown,  and  the  sur- 
vivors and  survivor  of  them,  to  i^point  some  other  person 
to  act  in  the  place  of  the  said  Thomas  Finden,  and  so  from 
time  to  time,  as  often  as  it  shall  be  necessary.'*'    That  the 
testator  then  appointed  the  defendants  Stephens,  «Blandy, 
and  A.  F.  Quelch  executors  and  executrix  of  his  will ;  and 
he  thereby  declared  that  his  trustees  and  executors  and 
executrix  therein  named  and  appointed,  and  every  other 
trustee  to  be  appointed  as  therein  mentioned,  and  also  the 
aud  plaintiff  and  the  person  or  persons  to  succeed  him 
should  only  be  answerable  for  such  property,  rents,  profits, 
dividends,  and  money  respectively  as  they  respectively 
should  actually  possess  and  receive,  and  each  only  for  the 
property  and  monies  which  he  and  she  might  possess  and 
receive,  and  for  his  and  her  own  wilful  acts,  neglects  and 
defaults  only,  and  not  further  or  otherwise ;  and  also  that 
they  req>ectively  should  always  be  allowed  and  receive  and 
be  paid  their  costs  and  expenses  in  and  about  the  execution 
mad  performance  of  his  will  and  the  trusts  thereof.     That 
^e  testator  died  in  July  1845.     That  no  part  of  the  tes- 
"^ator^s  freehold,  copyhold,  or  leasehold  estates  had  been 
iBoU.     That  divers  applications  had  been  made  by  plaintiff 

y2 
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^846.     ^  and  on  his  behalf  to  the  defendants  Stephens  and  Blandy 
FiNDKNv.         and  A.  F.  Quelch,  J.  Quelch,  E.  E.  Chambers  and  S. 

Brown  to  permit  and  allow  plaintiff  to  act  as  the  agent, 
receiver  and  manager  of  all  said  testator's  estates  and  pro- 
perty, or  such  parts  thereof  respectively  for  the  manage- 
ment of  which  it  might  be  necessary  to  have  or  employ  an 
agent,  receiver,  or  manager  according  to  the  provision  for 
that  purpose  contained  in  said  testator^s  will^  and  also  to 
pay  and  allow  to  plaintiff  a  proper  remuneration  for  his 
trouble  as  such  agent,  receiver  and  manager.  The  bill  IM,1 
then  set  forth  much  correspondence  between  the  plaintiff  "^^j^ 
and  the  defendants  the  trustees,  from  which  it  appeared  .E>.^ 

that  the  defendants  the  trustees  contemplated  the  appoint ^^^t- 

ment  of  a  manager  or  receiver  of  the  Berkshire  property^^^  .-f^y 
resident  upon  the  spot,  and  that  they  considered  that  suclKf  ^::;»|i 
an  appointment  would  be  advantageous  to  the  property.  ^^^^«y, 
and  that  it  was  the  desire  of  the  defendants  the  nieces  that  ^    ^za 
manager  and  receiver,  who  resided  on  the  spot,  should  be  ap  c^  p- 
pointed.  The  bill  charged  that  the  defendants,  the 


threatened  and  intended  to  appoint  or  employ  some  othe:  ^^^  er 
person  to  be  the  agent,  receiver,  or  manager  of  the  testator  ;*'"''^^8 
estates  and  property,  or  some  parts  thereof,  in  the  place  o:  ^i^^^ 
stead  of  plaintiff;  and  it  charged  and  insisted  that  the  plun  ^^  ^* 
tiff  was,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  th^  ^w 
testator,  entitled  to  be  appointed  the  agent,  receiver  an<*^     ^^ 
manager  of  all  the  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estatess^' 
and  property  of  the  testator,  of  or  in  respect  of  which  the  de- 
fendants, the  trustees  of  the  testator's  will  might  have  occa- 
sion for  an  agent,  receiver,  or  manager,  and  that  plaintiff   ^^ 
ouglit  to  be  permitted  to  act  as  such  agent,  receiver  and       ^ 
manager,  and  to  retain  out  of  the  rents  of  said  estates  and 
property,  of  which  he  should  act  as  such  agent,  receiver  and        '^ 
manager,  the  usual  fees  payable  to  receivers.  And  it  charged        ^' 
that  the  plaintiff  had  ever  since  the  testator's  decease  been 
ready  and  willing  and  still  was  ready  and  willing  to  act  as 
the  agent,  receiver  and  manager  of  said  estates  and  pro- 
perty, or  such  parts  thereof  respectively  of  or  for  which  it 
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might  be  necessary  or  expedient  that  an  agent,  receiver,  or        1846. 
manager  should  be  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  provision  findin  v. 
for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  testator^s  will.     And  it  ^tifhbns. 
charged  that  the  defendanta  ought  to  be  restrained  by  the 
order  and  injunction  of  the  Court  from  appointing  or  con- 
curring in  the  appointment  of  or  permitting  any  other  per- 
son to  be  or  act  as  the  agent,  receiver,  or  manager  of  said 
estates  and  property,  or  any  parts  thereof  respectively  in 
the  place  or  stead  of  plaintiff.     The  prayer  of  the  bill  was 
that  it  might  be  declared  and  decreed  by  the  Court  that 
plaintiff  was,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will 
of  the  testator,  entitled  to  be  appointed  the  agent,  receiver 
and  manager  of  all  the  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 
estates  and  property  of  the  testator,  of  or  in  respect  of  which 
the  defendants,  the  trustees,  of  the  testators  will  might  have 
occasion  for  an  agent,  receiver,  or  manager,  according  to  the 
provision  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  said  will,  and  that 
plaintiff  might  be  permitted  to  act  as  such  agent,  receiver 
and  manager,  plaintiff  being  ready  and  willing,  and  thereby 
offering  so  to  do ;  and  that  plaintiff  might  be  allowed  to  re- 
tain out  of  the  rents  of  the  said  estates  and  property  of 
which  he  should  act  as  such  agent,  receiver  and  manager, 
the  usual  fees  payable  to  receivers ;  and  that  in  case  the 
parties  should  differ  as  to  the  amount  of  such  fees,  then 
that  the  same  might  be  settled  by  one  of  the  Masters  of 
the  Court ;  and  that  the  defendants  respectively  might  be 
restrained  by  the  order  and  injunction  of  the  Court  from 
appointing  or  concurring  in  the  appointment  of  or  per- 
mitting any  other  pei*son  to  be  or  act  as  the  agent,  re- 
ceiver, or  manager  of  the  said  estates  and  property,  or 
any  parts  thereof,  respectively  in  the  place  or  stead  of 
pkuntiff. 

All  the  defendants  put  in  a  general  demurrer  to  the  bill 
for  want  of  equity. 

This  demurrer  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  of  England,  in  the  month  of  November  last,  when  the 
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1B46.         counsel  in  support  of  the  demurrer  mainly  relied  on  the 
FiNDKr  0.        case  of  Shaw  v.  Lawless  (a).     They  contended,  too,  that 

the  bill  was  premature,  and  that  the  case  was  not  one  for 
the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  by  injunction. 

The  Vicb-Changbllor  said,  That  the  declaration  in  the 
will,  that  not  only  the  trustees  and  executors,  but  also 
the  plaintiff— his  name  being  coupled  with  the  trustees  and 
executors — should  only  be  answerable  for  what  they  should 
respectively  receive,  and  that  they  should  be  respectively 
allowed  their  costs  and  expenses,  was  a  clause,  which  was 
not  undeserving  of  notice.  That  he  saw  no  difficulty  in 
the  circumstance  that  the  will  directed  that  the  plaintiff 
should  only  be  appointed  when  the  defendants,  the 
trustees,  might  have  occasion  for  an  agent,  receiver,  or  -^k-^t 
manager.  They  were  to  judge  when  the  time  for  the  ^^jb 
employment  of  the  plaintiff  should  commence,  and  when  it  ^^  A 
diould  cease.  He  saw  nothing  vague  nor  indefinite  in  the  ^^  je 
subject.  That  the  subject  was  sufficiently  certain.  Thatwilb 
of  persons  of  large  landed  property  not  very  unfrequently 
contained  clauses  of  this  kind.  It  was  in  the  discretion  of  the 
the  defendants,  trustees  to  employ  a  receiver  or  manager. 
That  they  need  not  employ  one — but  if  they  did,  then  it 
would  be  a  breach  of  trust  not  to  employ  the  individual 
recommended.  That  it  had  been  said,  that  in  this  case 
the  bill  could  not  be  sustained,  because  it  did  not  suffi- 
ciently appear  by  the  allegations  that  the  defendants,  the 
trustees,  had  occasion  for  a  manager.  But,  independently 
of  any  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  correspondence,  it 
was  expressly  charged  by  the  bill,  that  the  defendants,  the 
trustees,  threatened  and  intended  to  appoint  or  employ  some 
other  person,  to  be  the  agent,  receiver,  or  manager  of  the 
testator's  estates  or  some  of  them  in  the  place  of  the 
plaintiff.  Now  if  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  threat- 
ened and  intended  to  appoint  some  other  person, 
how  could   it  be  said   that   there  was  not  occasion  for 

(a)  5  Qark  &  Fm.  129. 


St 
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a^  manager !    It  was  plain  they  were  about  to  commit  a         1846. 
breach  of  trust,  and  surely  that  was  ground  for  an  injuno-  Fixdkn  v. 
tion.    As  to  Shaw  v.  Lawless^  he  had  carefully  read  it*  ^"'h«k8. 
and  he  did  not  think  that  his  decision — which  would  be 
that  the  denmrrer  must  be  overruled — would  be  found  in 
conflict  with  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  that 
case.    There  were,  in  his  opinion,  many  points  of  difference 
between  the  cases. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  having  overruled  the  demurrer,  the 
defendants  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Bazalgette  for  the  appellants,  the 
defendants,  cited  Shaw  v.  LawletSy  which  had  been  relied 
upon  in  the  argument  before  the  Vice-Chancellor.  They 
also  submitted,  that  the  plaintiff  had  as  yet  no  cause  of 
complaint,  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  not  having  as  yet 
appointed  any  other  person  manager ;  and  as  to  the  prayer 
Tor  an  injunction,  that  the  act  sought  to  be  restrained  was 
not  of  a  kind  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  call  for  the  inter- 
position of  the  Court  in  that  way. 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Moxon  for  the  plaintiff,  the  respond- 
ant,  [Mr.  Cooper  held  a  brief  with  them,  but  took  no  part 
in  the  argument]  contended  that  the  present  case  was  dis- 
tinguishable from  Shaw  v.  Lawless.  It  was  admitted  that 
the  defendants,  the  trustees,  might,  if  they  thought  fit, 
nanage  the  estates  themselves.  It  was  only  in  case  they 
ihould  have  occasion  for  a  manager,  tliat  the  plaintiff's 
;laim  arose.  So  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  might  sell 
lie  estates,  or  part  of  the  estates,  with  the  approbation  of 
;he  defendants  the  nieces,  and  then  there  would  be  an  end 
>f  the  plaintiff's  right,  either  altogether  or  pro  tanto.  The 
daintiff  merely  alleged,  that  in  a  certain  event  the  testator 
Qtended  him  a  pecuniary  benefit,  and  that  event  having 
)ccurred,  he  called  upon  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  to 
lo  that  which  would  enable  him  to  receive  that  pecuniary 
i)enefit.     Hibbert  v.   Hibbert(a\    Tibbits  v.   Tibbits(b), 

(a)  3  Mer.  681.  (b)  2  Mer.  96 ;  19  Ves.  656  &  Jac.  317. 
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^^        Frlswell  v.  Moore  (a),  Williams  v.  Corbett  (ft),  and  Cofuett  ?. 
FiNDKN  V.        Sell  (c).    There  being  a  trust  for  the  plaintiff,  the  bill  wu 

sustainable  as  a  quia  timet  bill.  It  was  equally  sustainable 
as  praying  an  injunction  against  the  injury,  which  would 
ensue  to  the  plaintiff,  were  the  defendants,  the  trustees, 
to  appoint  another  person  manager  of  the  property. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  ap- 
peared to  have  thought  that  the  case  was  distinguishable 
from  Shaw  v.  Lawless^  but  with  all  deference  to  that 
opinion  he  was  unable  to  discover  any  difference.  There 
was  there  a  direction,  an  expression  of  a  desire  by  the 
testator,  that  the  executors  whilst  acting  in  the  manage- 
ment of  his  affikirs,  as  also  the  cestui  que  trust,  the  tenant 
for  lifes  should  continue  and  employ  the  respondent  in  the 
receipt  and  management.  The  trustees  did  so  continue 
and  employ  the  respondent,  but  the  cestui  que  trust,  tenant 
for  life,  when  he  came  of  age  appointed  another  person  and 
displaced  the  respondent :  that  directly  raised  the  question. 
The  respondent  there  claimed  a  pecuniary  interest;  the 
question  was  not  whether  the  respondent  was  to  be  con- 
sulted, whether  he  was  to  give  advice.  If  that  had  been 
the  direction  of  the  will,  no  bill  could  have  been  filed. 
Beyond  a  doubt  the  claim  was  to  remuneration,  to  pe- 
cuniary benefit.  In  that  case  there  was  an  admitted  ne- 
cessity for  a  receiver  or  manager,  and  yet  another  person 
was  appointed.  The  House  of  Lords,  however,  held  that 
the  words  of  the  will  did  not  amount  to  a  trust,  but  only 
to  an  expression  of  opinion  and  advice.  In  Shaw  v.  Zair- 
lesSy  too,  a  case  had  arisen  upon  which  the  Court,  con- 
sistently with  its  practice,  could  adjudicate.  There  was  an 
actual  nomination  of  a  person,  who  had  displaced  the  re- 
spondent. In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  did  not  dispute 
— his  counsel  admitted — that  the  defendants,  the  trustees, 

ia)  See  this  case  5  01.  &  Hn.  probably  conjecture,  abstracted, 

142.    The  will  as  there  set  forth  from  the  registrar's  book, 
is  copied,  and  the  rest  of  the  (6)  8  Sim.  349. 

statement  is,  as  the  reader  would         (c)  1  Yo.  &  Coll.  C.C.  569. 
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t  themselves  manage  the  property.     There  was  no         1846. 

of  that  kind  in  Shaw  v.  Lawless,  The  bill  here  Findknv. 
stated  threats  and  intention.  Such  passages  of  the  S^^'bbns. 
spondence  as  had  been  read  showed  nothing  more, 
istain  a  quia  timet  biU  there  must  be,  what  the  law 
ders  a  right  either  in  enjoyment  or  future.  Was 
\  any  right  here !  Did  the  words  of  the  will  amount 
ything  more  than  mere  advice  ?  But  assuming  that 
d  defendants,  the  trustees,  should  have  occasion  for  a 
iger  they  must  employ  the  plaintiff,  it  still  might 
en  that  they  never  would  have  occasion  for  the  ser- 
of  such  a  person.  If  they  thought  to-day  that  they 
d  have  occasion  for  such  services,  they  might  change 

minds  to-morrow.    This  was  not  the  sort  of  claim 

which  the  Court  could  be  called  into  action.  The 
etion  prayed  did  not  mend  the  case.  The  injury 
it  to  be  restrained  was  not  of  a  kind  that  the  prayer 
n  injunction  would  sustain  the  bill.  The  preventive 
iiction  was  not  for  cases  of  this  sort.  There  was  no 
gy  between  this  case  and  those  cases  in  which  the 
t  exercised  its  preventive  jurisdiction.  In  one  way 
was  sought  to  be  restrained  might  benefit  the  plain- 

The  appointment  of  another  person  to  be  manager, 
1  get  rid  of  the  objection  that  the  bill  was  merely  a 
timet  bill.  The  bill,  in  truth,  very  much  resembled  a  Scotch  action 
xh  action  of  declarator,  and  that  was  a  sort  of  proceed-  of  declarator. 
hich  had  not  yet  been  admitted  here  (a).  This  was 
jection  that  the  bill  was  premature  only.  But  if  that 
tion  could  be  got  rid  of  was  the  plaintiff  right  upon 
lerits  ?  All  the  cases  that  had  been  now  cited  had, 
her  with  several  others,  been  considered  in  Shaw  v. 
ess.     It  would  be  found  that  in  all  the  cases  there  was 

^  declaratory  action  is  that  by  the  defender.  Erskine's  In- 
ch some  right  is  sought  to  stitutes.  Eminent  law  reformers 
lared  in  favour  of  the  pur-  have  thought  that  suits  of  this  kind 
but  where  nothing  is  de-  might  usefully  be  introduced  into 
d  to  be  paid  or  performed  our  system. 
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^^^<^'        more  certainty  than  in  the  present  case.  One  of  the  roles  to 
PiMDKir  V.         be  deduced  from  the  cases  was  that  there  must  be  certamty 

in  the  subject.  But  here  it  was  not  pretended  that  the  de- 
fendants, the  trustees,  need  employ  the  pUintiff  onless  they 
wanted  a  manager.  Certainty  of  subject  was  therefore  out  of 
the  question.  IHbbits  v.  HbKts  must  be  admitted  to  have 
gone  a  great  way.  In  Shaw  v.  Lawless  it  was  said  that 
the  respondent  claimed  to  have  a  right  as  to  the  estates  in 
possession,  and  as  to  those  to  be  bought  under  the  will. 
Had  he  a  right  to  file  a  bill  to  compel  purchase  of  other 
estates  ?  That  consequence  might  seem  absnrd,  but  every 
consequence  of  the  inference  contended  for,  however  ab- 
surd, must  be  looked  at  in  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  If  he  had  a  right  to  a  part  of  the  rents  of  the 
estates  to  be  purchased,  he  would  have  a  right  to  call  on 
the  Court  to  exercise  its  discretion  as  to  sueh  pnrehase. 
Here  there  was  no  direction  to  purchase  other  estates,  and. 
the  precise  remark  made  in  Shaw  v.  Lawleu  could  not  be- 
applied.  But  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  show  that  much. 
absurdity  would  be  the  consequence  of  holding  this  to  be 
trust.  The  defendants,  the  trustees,  had  a  power  of  sale,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  were  to  become  part  of  the  residuary 
personal  estate,  with  which  the  plaintiff  did  not  pretend  that 
he  had  anything  to  do.  The  plaintiff  said  he  had  a  peeuniavy 
interest  in  the  estate,  that  being  the  only  ground  upon  which 
he  could  file  a  bill ;  and  yet  that  alleged  pecuniary  interest 
might  cease  to-morrow  by  the  defendants,  the  tmatees, 
as  plaintiff's  counsel  conceded,  entering  into  a  contract  to 
sell  the  property.  Surely  it  was  absurd  to  call  this  a  trust. 
It  might  be  asked  here,  as  in  Shaw  v.  Lawless^  if  the  pro- 
perty was  sold,  would  it,  in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser,  be 
subject  to  the  claim  of  receivership?  Supposing  all  th^ 
defendants,  the  cestui  que  trusts,  parted  with  the  beneficiaL 
ownership,  could  it  be  contended  that  the  purchaser,  if  he 
wanted  a  manager,  must  employ  the  plaintiff?  There 
were  many  instances  in  which  testators  had  expressed  a 
desire  that  a  particular  thing  should  be  dona  which,  if  it 
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had  been  done,  would  have  been  productire  of  pecuniary 
benefit  to  a  party,  and  yet  such  party  could  not  come  fi» 
to  the  Court  to  have  the  desire  expressed  carried  into  ^"^ 
eflbct  (a). 


The  foregoing  remarks  were  made  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor from  time  to  time  during  the  argument,  at  the 
conclusion  of  which  he  said  he  would  examine  the  bill 
the  note  of  the  Vice-Chancellor^s  judgment,  and  the 
ailment  and  judgment  in  Shaw  v.  Lawless^  before  he 
disposed  of  the  case. 

Dec.   11.    The   Lord  Chanckllor  read    the   following 
Judgment : — The  great  caution  which  I  think  it  my  duty  to 
exercise  in  all  cases  in  which  I  have  the  misfortune  to 
^ffer  from  the  opinion  of  other  judges  of  the  court,  induced 
me,  notwithstanding  the  strong  opinion  I  entertained  at 
"the  hearing,  to  abstain  from  acting  upon  that  opinion  until 
I  had  had  an  opportunity  of  examining  the  case  of  Shaw  v. 
Tdtwlesi^  and  the  bill  and  also  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor in  this  case.     The  result  of  the  examination  has  been 
^  confirmation  of  my  first  impression.     I  think  indeed  the 
present  case  falls  within  all  the  principles  of  Shaw  v.  Lawless^ 
^md  is  a  much  stronger  case  against  the  claim.     In  Shaw 
^.  Lawless  the  question   was  stated  to  be  whether  the 
^^ords  nsed  amounted  to  a  trust,  or  only  to  an  expression  of 
pinion  and  advice;   and  the  provisions  of  the  will  were 
examined  in  order  to  ascertain,  which  of  these  was  to 
1)0  considered  as  the  intention  of  the  testator,  and  it  was 


(«)  In  8kam  v.  Lawless,  Lord 
Cottenham  taid  it  was  asked  in 
the  course  of  the  argument 
nHiether,  if  a  testator  should  say 
^t  he  had  desired  his  son 
■hoold  be  educated  at  a  par- 
ticular school,  that  would  create 
a  trust  in  Ikvour  of  the  school- 
nuter?     That  that  would  cer- 


tainly be  a  matter  for  the  advan- 
tage of  the  schoolmaster,  but  it 
could  not  be  contended  that  he 
would  have  a  right  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  this  desire  of  the 
testator.  It  would  be  an  expres- 
sion of  desire  made  for  the  benefit 
not  of  the  master  but  of  the 
scholar. 


Stephens. 
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1846.         shown  that  to  consider  the  words  as  a  trust  would  be 
FiNDEN  V.         inconsistent  with  other  provisions  of  the  will,  and  therefore 

the  construction  was  adopted  of  considering  the  words  only 
as  words  of  opinion  and  advice.  Nearly  all  the  obser- 
vations made  in  pursuing  the  inquiry  in  that  case  apply  to 
the  present.  The  testator  gives  his  property  to  trustees, 
who,  until  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  nieces,  were  to 
act  in  the  management  of  the  estate  with  powers  of  leasing 
and  seUing.  To  the  trustees,  with  the  consent  in  some 
cases  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  the  nieces,  he  looked  for  the 
due  performance  of  those  duties.  Is  it  consistent  with  this 
purpose  that  he  should  give  to  the  plaintiff  an  irrevocable 
office  of  agent,  receiver,  or  manager  ?  If  the  nomination 
of  the  plaintiff  amounted  to  a  trust,  then  it  gave  to  him 
the  character  of  a  cestui  que  trust  to  the  amount  of 
his  per  centage  upon  the  receipts,  in  respect  of  which 
he  would  be  entitled  to  those  rights  of  interference  and 
control,  which  belong  to  all  cestui  que  trusts.  In  Shaw 
y.  Lawless  it  was  asked  whether  the  plaintiff  could  have 
been  intended  to  have  a  right  of  interfering  in  the  trust 
for  investing  the  personalty  in  land  i  So  in  this  case  it  is 
asked,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  interfere  with 
the  discretion  of  the  trustees  and  the  wishes  of  the  nieces 
the  cestui  que  trusts,  in  exercising  the  power  of  sale.  It 
would  be  useless  to  pursue  the  comparison  further,  for  there 
is  scarcely  a  ground  of  the  decision  in  Shaw  v.  Lawless^ 
that  does  not  apply  to  this  case;  but  there  are  many 
grounds  of  objection  to  the  plain tiff^s  claim  in  this  case, 
which  did  not  exist  in  Shaw  v.  Lawless,  The  appointment 
is  admitted  to  be  optional  in  the  trustees,  and  if  the 
plaintiff  should  die  or  decline,  the  nieces  would  have  the 
power  to  appoint  some  other  person,  which  person  when 
appointed  would  have  the  same  rights  as  the  plaintiff.  But 
this  proves  to  demonstration  that  the  object  was  not  so 
much  a  benefit  to  the  plaintiff,  as  securing  for  the  estate 
wliat  the  testator  thought  a  good  plan  of  management. 
There  are   however  other  objections   to  this   bill.     The 
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plaintiff  has  not,  and  does  not  pretend  to  have,  any  present  ^^6* 
interest,  but  claims  only  to  be  employed  as  and  when  the  Findbn  v. 
trustees  may  have  occasion  for  an  agent,  manager,  or  ^"'"■^*- 
receiver.  But  words  of  recommendation  are  never  con- 
strued  as  trusts  unless  the  subject  be  certain.  Besides 
which  it  is  not  the  practice  of  courts  of  equity  to  enter- 
tain suits  on  behalf  of  parties,  who  have  only  the  probability 
of  a  future  title  upon  events,  which  may  never  happen, 
which  are  the  words  of  Lord  Redesdale  in  the  139th  page 
of  his  second  edition  (a).  Bills  quia  timet  are  no  example 
to  the  contrar}',  because  they  are  to  guard  against  events, 
which  may  affect  existing  rights  or  liabilities.  The  bill  is 
equally  unsustainable  upon  the  ground  of  the  injunction 
prayed.  For  the  act  sought  to  be  restrained  would  not 
only  not  prejudice  the  plaintiff,  but  actually  be  a  benefit 
to  him,  so  far  as  to  enable  him  to  raise  the  question  which 
he  has  by  his  present  bill  prematurely  raised.  I  think 
therefore  that  the  demuiTer  ought  to  have  been  allowed. 


v.c. 

Jinuary, 
1820. 

FISHER  V.  HUGHES.  f,8hbe  v. 

HUOHKS. 

There  was  a  motion  for  the  protection  of  some  specific  Quia  timet  bill 
chattels,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  interested  tionofroedfic 
under  a  will.     The  principal  defendant  was  tenant  for  life,  chattels. 

Sir  John  Leach  said — This  is  a  quia  timet  bill,  and  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court   exercised   upon  it  is  only  an 

(o)  The  words  are  also  the  same  edition  which  appeared  under  the 
in  the  third  edition. — In  every  superintendence  of  Lord  Redes- 
case  where  the  plaintiff  in  a  bill  dale,  llie  first  edition  appeared 
shows  only  the  probability  of  a  anonymously  in  1780.  It  is  in- 
rotore  title  upon  an  event  which  scribed  to  Lord  Thurlow.  The 
may  never  happen,  he  has  no  right  words  there  are  (page  55) — If  a 
to  institute  a  suit  concerning  it,  plaintiff  has  merely  a  probability 
and  a  demurrer  mil  hold  to  any  of  future  title,  upon  an  event 
kind  of  bill  on  that  ground.  Page  which  may  never  happen,  a  de- 
127»  third  edition.  This  is  the  last  murrer  forwant  of  equity  wiU  hold. 


880 
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18t0. 


FlSHBAV. 

Humisa. 


expansion  of  th«t  oommon-Iaw  jurudiction,  which  in 
ancient  times  was  exercised  upon  preventive  writs,  then 
called  Brevia  Anticipantia.  As  at  law  two  things,  title 
and  danger  to  property,  were  requisite  for  the  issuing 
of  those  writs,  so  here  two  things  are  requisite  for 
the  support  of  a  quia  timet  bilL  First,  there  must  be 
a  title  in  possession,  or  expectancy,  in  the  plaintiff.  It 
signifies  not,  whether  the  latter  be  vested  or  contingent. 
It  signifies  not  whether  the  title  be  legal  or  equitable.  The 
Court,  indeed,  will  not  declare  the  plaintiff^s  title,  but  it 
will  look  at  the  will  or  other  instrument  under  which  he 
claims.  The  title  in  the  plaintiff  is  not  alone  suffid^it. 
There  must,  secondly,  be  danger  to  the  property.  If  there 
be  such  danger  the  Court  will  interfere,  and  will  take  it  into 
its  own  possession,  or  will  appoint  a  receiver,  or  will  grant 
an  injunction,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  ease,  and  so 
protect  and  preserve  the  property  for  such  person  as  may 
become  the  owner  of  it,  although  possibly  the  plaintiff  may 
not  be  that  person.  Events  may  displace  his  title.  Now, 
here  are  both  these  requisites :  the  specific  chattels  are  in 
the  uncontrolled  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  the  affi- 
davits show  a  manifest  case  of  danger.  The  plaintiff,  too,, 
may  become  entitled  in  more  than  one  contingency.  Tb 
defendant  must  give  security,  or  the  motion  must 
granted. 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Cooper  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Agar  against  it. 


v.  c.  Eng. 
Feb. 
1817. 


WlOOINTON  r. 

Patkman. 

Right  to  begin. 
Canse  set  down 
upon  olyection 
for  want  of 
parties. 


WIGGINTON  V.  PATEMAN. 

Thb  Vice-Chancellor  of  England   said,  that  where 
case  was  set  down  for  argument  upon  objection  for ' 
of  parties,  the   practice  adopted  by  him  was,  that 
defendant  should  begin. 
See  before,  pp.  66  and  247. 


the 
rant 

the 
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V.-C.  Eiig. 
Feb. 
1847. 

BOWMAN  V.   BELL.  Bowman  r. 

Bkll. 

a  petition,  that  certain  funds,  in  trust  in  the  Funds  of  the 

.1  .     p  .J  •   i_x  L     X  wife  not  to  be 

>  the  account  of  a  mamed  woman,  might  be  trans-  transferred  to 

0  her  husband  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  husband  and  *^*  ^^*^*l, 

*^  upon  amdavit 

ting  that  a  settlement  had  been  executed,  but  that  only  that  the 

.      ^  V         i»     J  same  arc  not 

3t  comprise  these  tunas.  comprised  in 

Cooper  for  the  petition  called  the  attention  of  the  ^ftlemS— '' 

3  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  but  the  settle- 
•n  jj   /  \  ment  itself 

JtOiis  (a) .  must  be  pro- 

^icb-Chancellor  of  England  said  he  was  glad  that  h:s  f^JJ^^^ '"" 
n  had  been  called  to  that  case.  He  should  follow  it 
reasons.  In  the  first  place  he  fully  concurred  with 
Aion  expressed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  if 
blement  existed^  the  parties  were  not  competent 
of  its  efiect.  He  thought  it  very  probable  that 
ss  had  occurred,  not  only  before  the  Master  of  the 
»ut  elsewhere,  where  parties  having  represented  by 
that  a  settlement  did  not  affect  the  property  in 
I,  yet  upon  inspection  of  the  settlement  it  had 
)ut  to  be  quite  the  reverse.  That  in  his  opinion  it 
ily  be  satisfactorily  ascertained  that  the  property, 
lect  of  the  petition,  was  not  embraced  by  the  settle- 
tun  an  examination  of  the  instrument  itself.  It  was 
les  a  nice  question.  In  the  next  place  it  was  of 
mportance,   that    there    should  be  uniformity  of 

\eaLr.  270.    In  that  case  petitioners  it  did  not  affect  such 

ivit  was  that  no  settle-  interest.       Unless    the    affidaAnt 

agreement  for  a  settle-  states  that  there    has    been  no 

1  been  made  or  executed  settlement^  or  agreement  for  a 
the  interest  of  the  peti-  settlement,  of  any  property  what- 
r  any  part  thereof.  This  soever,  it  can  hardly  be  deemed 
rtheless,  quite  consistent  satisfactory.  The  settlement,  or 
B  being  a  settlement,  or  agreement  for  settlement,  ought 
t  for  a  settlement,  al-  to  be  examined  by  the  Court,  or 
n  the  judgment  of  the  by  the  counsel. 
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1847. 


Bowman  «. 
Bill. 


practice  in  all  the  Courts,  and  that  a  particular  course 
having  been  pursued  by  a  solicitor  in  one  court,  he  should 
not  have  to  consider  whether  a  different  course  must  not 
be  pursued  by  him  in  another  court.  He  should  not, 
therefore,  make  the  order  upon  the  affidavit  only,  but  th 
petition  must  stand  over,  and  the  settlement  most  be  p 
duced  and  inspected. 


1846. 

Dec.  23. 

^  V  ^ 

Rx  SOMBBB. 

In  cases  of 
lunatics  and 
inflEuits  affidavits 
alwavs  looked 
at,  no  matter  at 
what  time  filed. 


RE  SOMBRE. 

The  LoKn  Chancellor  said,  in  answer  to  an  applicatio 
that  there  should  be  an  undertaking  to  file  no  more  a 
davits  (an  unusually  large  number  originally  filed  havi 
been  considerably  augmented  in  consequence  of  seve 
adjournments,  and  the  matter  being  now  again  ordered 
stand  over),  that  in  cases  of  lunatics  and  infants,  he 
always  considered  it  to  be  his  duty  to  look  at  all  the 
davits,  no  matter  at  what  time  they  were  filled.  He  cou 
not,  therefore,  require  such  an  undertaking. 


n, 

ffi- 

ing 

nd 

to 
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Edgeli  y. 
Wilkifu, 

There  is  no 
rule  requiring 
that  affidavits 
should  be  filed 
a  certain  time 
previously  to 
the  hearing. — 
Remarks  of  Sir 
John  Leach 
and  Lord 
Eldon. 


There  is  no  rule  in  this  court,  which  requires  that  afiidavi 
should  be  filed  a  certain  time  previously  to  the  hearing  of  a  in» 
tion  or  petition.     Afiidavits  are  often  received,  which  have 
filed  the  morning  of  the  hearing,  and  not  unfrequently  during  tl«rt  ^^® 
hearing.     It  has  long  appeared  to  some  persons  of  considerabU^^'* 
experience  in  the  court  that  this  practice  produces  much  needles-^^^ 
expense  and  delay,  and  that  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  b»^^ 
altered  by  some  General  Order.    But  the  Lord  Chancellor  appears"^ 
to  be  of  opinion  that  there  are  advantages  attending  the  presen* 
practice,  which  more  than  counterbalance  the  disadvantages  of  it 
Edgell  v.  Wilkins,  V.  C.  February,  1821. 

The  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon  was  sufiiciently  known  from  a  cas» 
that  had  occurred  twenty  years  before,  and  to  which  Sir 
Leach  probably  alluded.     In  Ex  parte  Leicester,  6  Ves.  43" 


it 

1 
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Lord  Eldon  said  he  had  often  thought  of  a  rale  that  all  affidavits  18^6. 
should  he  filed  in  a  certain  time  hefore  the  discussion,  according  Rg  Sombri. 
to  die  rule  of  the  courts  of  law.  But  in  opposition  to  that  there 
had  heen  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Court ;  where  the  mischief 
had  heen  daily  felt  and  complained  of  without  an  attempt  to 
remedy  it ;  and  by  his  own  experience  at  common  law  he  was 
convinced  that  though  that  rule  was  very  convenient  for  the  des- 
patch of  business,  he,  who  was  heard  last,  frequently  introduced  a 
state  of  transactions,  which  goveraed  the  judgment,  and  which,  if 
explained,  would  satisfy  the  Court  that  it  was  made  ancillary  to 
the  greatest  injustice.  They  must,  therefore,  he  thought,  submit 
to  the  inconvenience  of  the  practice  of  the  Court. 


l/mgmanv. 

You  cannot  read  any  affidavit,  filed  before  your  petition  was  Notice  is  neces- 

answered,  or  your  notice  of  motion  was  given,  although  it  is  an  *2hJto^ jS*  * 

affidavit  made  in  the  same  cause.     Neither  can  you  read  any  affidAvits— filed 

affidavit,  it  signifies  not  when  filed,  which  has  been  made  in  an-  before  a  peti- 

■,  111  1     tion  IS  susweied 

other  cause — and  across  cause  and  a  supplemental  cause  must  be  or  a  notice  of 

considered  in  this  respect  as  another  cause.     If  you  desire  to  use  motion  is  given 
such  an  affidavit,  the  practice  requires  that  you  should  give  the  another  cause, 
opposite  side  the  regular  notice.    This  rale,  however,  like  all  our 
other  rules  has  its  exceptions.     One  exception  is  where  the  oppo- 
site side  has  answered  the  affidavit,  the  reception  of  which  is  ob- 
jected to.    Longman  v.  FyiOHy  V.  C.  Nov.  1829. 

See  Blakemore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company^  5  Russ. 
151. 


Bawdier  v. 
Bcwdler, 

After  a  notice  of  motion  is  prepared  some  time  may  occasionally  For  the  purpose 

elapse  before  it  can  be  served.    Where  personal  service  is  re-  ^^Z^^- 
^^  *^  davits  a  notice 

quired,  it  is  obvious  many  days  may  elapse  before  the  party  can  be  of  motion  is 
met  with.     It  would  produce  much  inconvenience,  if  the  other  Si"*J^*'*iJ^ 
party  were  obliged  to  wait  until  the  service  should  be  effected,  the  date  of  it. 
before  he  filed  his  affidavits.     For  the  purpose  of  filing  affidavits, 
therefore,  the  notice  of  motion  is  considered  to  be  given  from  the 
date  of  it.     Search,  therefore,  must  be  made  for  affidavits,  not 
from  the  time  of  the  service,  but  from  the  date  of  the  notice  of 
motion.     Bawdier  v.  Bawdier^  Y.  C.  June,  1840. 
In  Clement  v.  Griffith,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  470,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
that,  according  to  the  strict  practice,  such  affidavits  only  can 
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1M6.         be  read,  as  are  filed  between  the  lenriee  of  the  nodee  of  motka 
Rb  SovBms       ^^^  ^^  ^y  ^^  which,  according  to  each  notioe»  the  motion  is  to 

be  made — that  the  adverse  partyis  not  boond  to  extend  hia  search 
for  affidavits  to  a  period  either  prior  or  snbseqnent ;  and  that  cqb- 
sequently,  if  it  was  desired  to  read  affidavits  filed  at  ain^  other 
time,  notice  of  the  filing  of  snch  affidavits,  and  of  the  intention  to 
read  them,  should  be  given. 

It  may,  however,  be  remarked  that  in  practice  the  search  finr 
affidavits  is  commonly  brought  down  to  a  period  snbseqnent  to 
the  day  on  which,  according  to  the  notice,  the  motion  was  to  be 
made.  The  time  between  the  service,  or  date,  of  the  notice  of 
motion  and  the  day  on  which,  according  to  the  notice,  the  motion 
is  to  be  made,  is  rarely  sufficient  for  filing  the  affidavits  in 
answer  and  in  reply.  The  search  is  therefore  continued  as  long 
as  further  affidavits  are  expected. 


Auiyyi^  it  is         If  the  affidavit  is  thought  to  be  impertinent,  an  order  of 

^  lite  to  refer  ^^e  should  be  immediately  obtamed.     It  is  too  kte  to 

nenee  an  affi-  ^^^  ^^  affidavit  has  been  filed,  sworn  at  a  snbseqnent 

davit,  which  has  and  which  if  it  does  not  mention  the  affidavit  all^wd  to  be  h 

yet  the  party  '  pertinent,  nevertheless  has  all  the  appearance  of  having  been 

filing  it  may  be  pared  in   answer  to  it.      It  is  a  very  different  consideratioi^r^sm 

the  extra  costo    ^^®^^®'  ^"   *  ^^  where  the  impertinence  consists  in 
of  needless  which  in 'Ireland  is  called  prolixity,  the  party  on  whose 

length.  ^^  affidavit  is  filed  shall  suffer  no  penalty.     The  Court,  notwith^J^^- 

standing  there  has  been  no  reference  for  impertinence,  may  i1 
look  at  the  affidavit  and  order  him  to  pay  the  extra  costs 
sioned  by  its  needless  length.  This  shall  be  discussed  by  an»  m'^  ^^ 
by.  But  the  reference  for  impertinence  was  irregular.  Ma^  ^ks^  fl^ 
thews  v.  Riddell,  V.  C.  June,  1825. 

See  Chimelli  v.  Chauvet,  Younge,  384.     The  observations  c^  ^ 

Sir  Anthony  Hart,  especially  on  points  of  practice,  are  almoss^^-^o*^ 
always  such  that  the  author  is  disposed  to  take  every  opportunity  ^  ^^Q 
of  making  them  as  much  known  as  possible.  In  Ex  parte  IW**^  ^■^■•^ 
send,  3  Moll.  75,  Lord  Chancellor  Hart  said  that  as  to  prolixit^r  ^ ^^ 
regard  to  suitors  required  of  the  Court  not  to  suffer  such  prc^'*'*  ^^^ 
traction  of  pleadings.  Anciently  where  affidavits  were  prolix  "^^  ^^  ^ 
impertinent  it  was  thought  to  be  too  late  to  comphdn  if  the  ai 
davits  were  used.  Unless  a  reference  was  called  for  to  the  Mastc 
early,  the  party  was  without  remedy.  In  the  case  before  him,  (a^ 
instance,  the  party  must  have  got  a  reference  for  impertineni 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM.  Itft 

iBitiead  of  nring  the  sffidaTito.  But  in  pfactke  the  remedy  by  1846. 
refSerence  was  often  found  worse  than  the  disease.  The  expense  j^  Sombbb. 
and  litigation  attending  the  reference,  to  say  nothing  of  the  delay, 
being  excessive,  parties  preferred  going  on  to  applying  for  the 
reference.  He  had  presented  to  Lord  Eldon  this  view  of  the 
subject  once  or  twice.  He  complained  that  although  there  was 
an  expansion  of  pleadings  to  snch  extent  as  to  form  a  grievance 
upon  the  suitor,  yet  the  suitor,  for  fear  of  a  greater  grievance, 
abstained  from  applying  for  the  remedy.  Lord  Eldon  agreed  in 
that,  and  sud  it  never  was  too  late  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Court  to  the  abase  of  prolixity ;  that  it  was  a  mischief  which  it 
was  right  to  make  the  party  pay  for  whenever  proved.  That 
every  one  knew  that  the  proceedings  in  the  Master's  office  mig^t 
be  worse  than  submittmg  to  the  injury.  In  one  case,  where  two 
obstinate  solicitors  were  concerned,  he  remembered  800  exceptions 
taken  to  a  report  on  a  reference  for  impertinence.  He  remem- 
bered the  words  "  and  also"  in  several  places  were  objected  to 
and  reported  impertinent,  and  the  report — for  the  same  words— -was 
excepted  to  again.  The  result  was,  one  solicitor  became  disabled 
by  illness^  the  other  by  insolvency.  He  therefore  said  the  remedy 
by  reference  to  the  Master  was  worse  than  the  disorder.  It  was 
better  that  the  Court,  where  the  fault  was  obvious  and  palpable, 
as  it  was  in  the  case  before  him,  where  an  affidavit,  which  might 
be  in  half  a  sheet,  occupied  nine,  should  mero  motu,  without  taking 
viearioas  informatioo,  at  once  fix  the  party  with  the  costs. 
Lord  Eldon  was  slow  to  expunge  anything  because  it  might  be 
relevant.  But  he  thought  the  party  might  justly  pay  for  matter 
sU^tly  rdevant.  He  should  direct  the  Master,  without  hearing 
the  parties,  to  acertain  what  extra  costs  had  been  incurred  by  the 
onneoessary  length  of  affidavits,  and  order  the  payment  of  the 
eosts  accordingly. 
See  now  the  122nd  of  the  General  Orders  of  May,  1845. 


Burton  v. 

HackeU, 

Whatever  be  the  special  injunction  asked  for,  all  affidavits.  Whether  affi. 

filed  after  notice  given  and  before  a  full  answer  put  in,  may  be  ^^**  fi|^  s^^- 

read.     But  whether  affidavits  filed  subsequently  to  the  putting  in  potting  in  of 

of  a  full  answer  are  admissible  must  depend  upon  the  nature  &  f^  answer 

of  the  injunction  asked  for.     Burton  v,  Hackett,  V.  C.  April,  depends  upon' 

1823.  the  nature  of 

The  ensuing  two  reference,  n.ay  be  usefnl.    Where  «^er  is  ^^^ji- '"" 
foond  insufficient  plaintifr  may  read  affidavits  filed  since  the 
answer  was  put  in.     Wilson  v.  Wilson,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  499.  Where 
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1846. 


Rb  Sombrb. 


a  material  defendant  has  not  answered  the  answers  already  filed 
regarded  as  affidavits.    Jones  v.  WiUiama,  ibid.  503. 


itfOINf* 

Applications 
upon  ooanter- 
affidftvits  to 
dittoWeex 
parte  i^jimc- 
tiont. 


Applications  npon  counter  affidavits  to  dissolve  ex  parte  in* 
junctions  must  be  heard  immediately.  It  may  be  fit  in  some 
cases  to  allow  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  replying ;  but  that  is 
a  matter  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  after  discussion. 
Simpson  v.  Williams,  V.  C.  July,  1820. 

In  an  Anonymous  Case,  July,  1 839, 1  C.  P.  Coop.  47 1 » the  Vioe- 
Chancellor  said  that  where  a  plaintiff  had  obtained  an  injunction 
ez  parte  upon  certificate  of  bill  filed  and  affidavits,  and  then  the 
defendant  made  an  application  upon  counter  affidavits  to  dissolve 
such  injunction,  it  was  his  uniform  habit  to  entertain  such  appli- 
cation immediately,  and  not  to  give  the  plaintiff  any  time  for  re^ 
plying  to   such   affidavits.     It  was  true  that   in  some   case& 
justice  might  require  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  an  opportunity 
of  filing  affidavits  in  reply ;  but  whether  that  was  so  or  not  in 
each  particular  case  it  was  his  practice  to  determine  for  himself 
after  hearing  the  matter,  and  that  he  afforded,  or  refused,  such 
opportunity  according  to  circumstances. 


CtpeU  V. 

Every  witness 
is  ihe  witness 
of  the  Conrt, 
and  either  side 
may  use  his 
eridenoe. 


How  can  you  by  stating  that  you  have  withdrawn  an  affidavit 
prevent  your  opponent  from  availing  himself  of  it  ?  It  is  familiar 
to  say  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit  is  the  witness  of  the 
party,  who  files  it.  In  weighing  testimony  it  is  alwa3r8  necessary 
to  know  at  whose  instance  it  is  given,  but  we  are  well  aware  that 
the  expression  is  not  correct.  Every  witness  is  the  witness  of 
the  Court,  and  not  of  a  party ;  and  if  one  side  does  not  think  fit 
to  use  his  evidence,  the  other  side  is  at  full  liberty  to  do  so.  It 
is  true  that  an  affidavit  is  often  withdrawn ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
reading  of  it  on  behalf  of  the  party,  who  files  it,  b  often  vraived ; 
but  that  is  generally  in  consequence  of  some  objection  made  to 
its  reception  by  those,  whom  it  is  sought  to  affect  by  it — an 
objection,  for  instance,  that  it  contains  new  matter  and  has  been 
brought  forward  so  late  that  there  has  been  no  opportunity  of 
answering  it.     Capell  v.  Hayman,  V.  C.  Nov.  1821. 
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1847. 
Feb.  10. 

TANNER  V.  CARTER.  Tannb^v. 

Cartkr. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  in  general  an  application  ApiOication  by 
by  motion  or  petition,  whatever  was  its  object,  which  had  ^,  wiiidi^* 
fisuled  in  the  court  below,  miirht  be  renewed  before  him  feiicdin  the 

'   ^    ®  court  below, 

npon  fresh  evidence ;  when,  if  it  was  successful,  the  party  renewed  upon 

•  •••  <■«  iiij  u^n  evideiioe. 

movmg  or  petitiomng  nevertheless  commonly  had  to  pay      AppUcatUm 

the  costs  of  his  first  attempt,  the  circumstance  that  fresh  ^y^^^?!^ 

evidence  was  brought  forward  sufficiently  showing  that  the  charge  an  order 
.•••«.  ,  t  »      '  -n       as  not  justified 

appucation  had  been  made  upon  a  defective  case.  But  by  the  cTidenoe 
that  if  the  application  was  to  discharge  an  order  as  not  ^J^^^dow 
being  justified  by  the  evidence,  which  had  been  used  in  the 
court  below,  he  could  look  at  that  evidence  only,  which  was 
recited  in  the  order  as  having  been  read.  As,  if  the  appli- 
cation was  successful,  the  party  moving,  or  petitioning,  com- 
monly got  the  costs  of  the  motion,  or  petition,  in  the  court 
below,  although  of  course  he  could  not  have  the  costs  of 
the  appeal. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  said  (in  the  same  case)  that  where  Case  of  an  affi. 
he  was  satisfied  that  an  affidavit  proposed  to  be  used  the  court  below 
before  him,  but,  apparently  from  some  inadvertence,  not  "^t^^^®"*^ 
mentioned  in  the  order  appealed  from,  had  nevertheless  pealed  from  as 
been  read  in  the  court  below,  he  should  direct  the  motion  read. 
to  stand  over  to  give  an  opportunity  for  an  application  to 
the  Court  from  whose  order  the  appeal  was  brought,  that 
8tich  order  might  be  amended  by  inserting  the  affidavit  as 
One  that  had  been  read. 


Himi  V.  OwT, 

There  was  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  of  the  Vice-Chan-  A  party  may, 

oellor.  and  it  beins  proposed  to  read  an  affidavit,  which  had  been  ^^^  "*7» 
'  o  *^    *  '  casCi  come  to 

Sworn  since  the  date  of  his  Honour's  order,  it  was  objected  that  discharge  an 

Ho  evidence  could  be  used  except  that  upon  which  the  judgment  ^^'^^^JJI^^^TL 

of  the  Vioe-Chancellor  was  founded.    But  Lord  Eldon  said  that  any  branch  of 

the  Court. 


888 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


1847. 


TAmfBK  V, 
CABTSm. 


if  an  interlocutory  order  was  made  by  any  branch  of  the  Court — 
if  it  was  made  by  himself — a  party,  nerertheless,  might  upon  a 
new  case  come  to  discharge  it.  That  a  party  having  since  dia- 
covered  something,  that  was  material,  or  finding  that  from  inad- 
yertence  he  had  omitted  something,  that  was  material,  miglift 
bring  it  forward.  The  grounds  of  the  former  order,  whether 
made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Yice-Chancellor,  were  thai 
often  entirely  changed,  and  an  order  which,  at  the  time  when  it 
was  made,  was  in  all  respects  right,  looking  at  the  evidence  by 
which  it  was  supported,  became  by  the  total  alteration  of  that 
evidence  of  an  altogether  different  character.  Motions  of  dua 
kind,  where  fresh  affidavits  were  used,  ought  to  be  considered  in 
the  light  of  new  motions,  and  not  motions  by  way  of  appeal  fioa 
the  other  branch  of  the  Court.  HutU  v.  Carr,  L.  C,  JmM^ 
1826. 

See  further  the  language  of  the  Yioe-Chancellor  in  Caombei  y. 
Warwick,  ante,  page  282. 

Sometimes  a  party,  profiting  from  the  experience  of  the  cfis- 
cussion  in  the  court  below,  remodeb  his  application  so  that  irhm 
it  comes  before  the  Lord  Chaneellor  it  is  free  from  those  ob- 
jections, which  led  to  the  former  failure.  Darner  v.  Lard  Pert" 
arlington,  ante,  page  229,  is  an  example. 

It  must  not  be  forgotten,  notwithstanding  some  examples  to 
the  contrary,  which  we  all  have  reason  to  recollect,  that  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  does  not  recognize  a  second  re-hearing  of  an  m- 
terlocutory  matter,  the  facts  remaining  the  same.  See  Bristowe 
V.  Needham,  ante,  page  226. 


1846. 
Dec.  1. 

Chuck  v. 
Crbmbr. 

A  party,  who 
knows  of  a  null 
or  irregular 
order,  should 
apply  to  dis- 
chai^it. 
Whibt  such  an 
order  is  in 
exifleneeit 
must  not  he 
cuieheyaiL 


CHUCK  V.  CREMER. 

The  time  for  answering  expired  on  the  Ist  day  of  June, 
1846.  The  defendant  took  out  a  warrant  before  the 
Master  for  further  time  returnable  on  the  4th  of  June, 
when  a  consent  was  given  by  the  plaintifTs  solicitor  that 
the  defendant  should  have  a  month^s  further  time,  to  be 
computed  from  the  1st  of  June ;  and  the  warrant  with  such 
consult  indorsed  thereon,  stating  that  the  month's  ftirtber 
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time  WM  to  be  computed  from  the  let  of  June,  was  deliyered         ^^^ 
bj  the  defendant's  solicitor  to  the  Master's  clerk,  to  draw  Chuck  v. 
op  the  (Mrder  in  conformity  with  the  indorsement.     The     ^'^"^ 
Master's  clerk^  howerer,  in  drawing  up  the  order,  omitted 
to  state  that  the  month'^s  further  time  was  to  be  computed 
fimn  the  1st  of  June,  and,  consequently  it  would  be  com- 
puted from  the  4th  of  June,  which  was  the  date  of  the  order. 
Tlie  Master's  cleric  having  drawn  up  the  order  (see  the  24th 
Chsnend  Order  of  the  21st  December,  1833),  procured  it 
to  be  signed  by  the  Master,  and  entered  it  in  the  Master's 
boidc  (a).     The  order  having  been  also  signed  by  the  clerk, 


(a)  The  following  is  a  copy  of 
the   order: — Upon  hearing  the 
•lAeiton  for  the  j^otiiF  and  de- 
ftndsnty  and  uj  cooaent,  I  order 
that  the  said  defendant  have  one 
month's  time  to  plead,  answer,  or 
demnr  to  the  phdntiff's  biU,  not 
denrarring  alone,  upon  payment 
of  6b.  9d.  costs.    Giffin  Wikon, 
4di  June,  1846.    Entered  C.P. 
The  small  amount  of  the  coets 
^of  some  of  the  orders  made  by  the 
Ipq  Masters  under  the  authority  of 
f     tiie  Chancery  Proceedings  Rego* 
J«»  tatioii  Act,  3  &  4  Win.  IV.  c.  W, 
^    0.  13,  when  compared  with  the 
costs  of  similar  orders  made  by 
die  Court,  deserves  notiee.    The 
order  just  set  forth  was  made  by 
the  Master,  by  consent.    If  it  had 
been  made  by  the  Conrt  instead 
ofAe  Master,  the  costs  which  the 
defendant  would  have  had  to  pay 
to  tbeplaintiff— under  the  most  fa- 
vourable circmnstanees — would 
hmre  amounted  to  about  3/.  instead 
of  6s,  8dL    The  defendant's  own 
Costa  also  would  have  been  aug- 
Hiented  in  the  same,  perhaps  in  a 
greater,  ratio.    Where  orders  for 
Author  tune  to  answer,  to  amend 
^nisy  and  to  enlarge  publicatioii,are 


made  by  the  Master,  not  by  con- 
sent, but  upon  hearing  the  sdici- 
tors  of  the  parties  only— the  costs, 
although  of  coarse  greater,  are 
nevertfaelesB  generally  much  more 
moderate  than  thoee,  which  would 
be  incurred,  were  the  order  made 
by  the  Court.  Occasionally, 
however,  orders  of  thb  kind  are 
made  by  the  Master  upon  hearing 
the  junior  counsel  in  the  cause, 
and  then  the  amount  of  costs 
cannot  be  leas  than  if  such  orders 
were  made  by  the  Court  upon 
hearing  the  same  couneeL 

The  great  objection  to  the  j*.  Remsrkioiithe 
risdiettonezereiaed  by  the  Masters  jmisdiction  ex« 

under  the  act  of  Will.  IV.  is,  that  erdacdbytiie 

, .  t  ^i_  .  .    .J.      Masters  under 
in  matters  to  which  that  junsdic-  ^^^  j^^ 

tion  extends  there  can  be  only 

one  appeal:  and  it  will  be  seen 

from  what  the  Lord  Chancellor 

recently  said  in  Coombe$  v.  War" 

wiek,  ante  p.  282,  that  he  will  not 

hear  motions  by  way  of  appeal 

from  orders  of  the  Masters.  With 

respect  to  cases   of  that  kind, 

therefore,  the  suitors  can  never 

have  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 

Chancellor.     Now,  not  a  wedi 

passes  that  applications  are  not 

successfully  renewed  before  the 
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with  his  initials  as  entered,  was  delivered  to  the  defendant's 
solicitor  on  the  1 1th  of  Jane,  who  not  reading  it,  and  not 
being  aware  of  the  omission  in  the  order,  caused  a  copy  to 
be  made  and  forwarded  by  the  post  on  the  same  day  to  the 
plaintiffs  solicitor  (a).  The  receipt  of  such  copy  on  that 
day  was  not  disputed.  On  Saturday  the  27th  of  June,  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor  gave  notice  to  the  solicitor  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  unless  the  defendant's  answer  was  filed  on 
Monday,  an  attachment  would  be  issued.  In  consequence 
of  this  notice,  there  was  a  question  between  the  solicitors, 
as  to  the  day  on  which  the  time  for  answering  would  expire; 
and  on  Monday  the  29th  of  June  the  original  order  of  the 


The  suitors 
ought  to  be  at 
liberty,  in  mat- 
ters in  respect 
of  which  the 
Masters  have 
jurisdiction 
under  the  Act, 
to  bring  the 
decisions  of  the 
inferior  Courts 
under  the  re- 
view of  the 
Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 


Lord  Chancellor,  which  have 
failed  in  the  courts  below,  and 
these  applications  frequently  re- 
late to  matters  of  proportionably 
little  importance  to  the  suitors. 

A  question  as  to  amending  the 
bill  often  brings  on  a  discussion 
of  the  merits — possibly  of  a  nice 
equity  —  and  the  refusal  of 
leave  to  amend  may  debar  a 
plaintiff  of  all  equity  whatever. 
A  bill  may  have  been  filed  only 
just  in  time  to  prevent  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  being  set  up  as  a 
defence.  In  such  a  case  a  new 
bill  would  be  useless,  and  without 
amendment  the  bill  already  filed 
may  be  useless  also. 

It  may  be  well  that  the  Masters 
should  have  jurisdiction  in  cases, 
where  the  time  limited  by  the 
General  Orders  for  answering  and 
for  passing  publication  has  ex- 
pired, in  like  manner  as  it  is  now 
settled  that  they  have  jurisdic- 
tion in  cases,  where  the  time, 
limited  by  the  General  Orders 
for  amending  bills,  has  expired. 
But  the  section  of  the  act  of  Will. 
IV.,  that  it  shall^be  lawful  for  the 
parties  to  appeal  from  the  Master's 


order  once  only,  the  order  upon 
such  appeal  bemg  final  and  con- 
closive,  ought  to  be  repealed,  and 
the  suitors  should  be  at  liberty— 
in  matters  in  respect  of  which  the 
Masters  have  jurisdiction  under 
the  act,  as  they  are  at  liberty  vol 
all  other  matters — ^to  bring  the 
decisions  of  the  inferior  courts 
under  the  review  of  the 
Chancellor. 

(a)  It  was  deemed  expedien 
first  to  suspend  and 
to  rescind  the  4th  Orderof  Augns:^^^ 
1841,  as  to  service  through 
Post  Office.    It  is  very  credi 
to  the  London  solicitors,  that 
aU  cases  where  it  is  not  liki 
that  an  affidavit  of  service 
be  required,  service  by  the  F 
Office  is  as  much  practised  as 
the   order   formed   part   of  o' 
code  of  equity  procedure; 
these  are  perhaps,  after  all,  t 
only  cases  in  which  such  a  mo 
of  service  can  be  safely  allows 
The    order,   indeed,  required 
consent    in    writing,    and   SU' 
consent  might  at  any  time 
been   revoked   by   a   notice 
writing. 
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Master  was  shown  to  the  plaintifiTs  solicitor.    **  A  certain        1846. 
p^>er  was  produced  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  purporting  chuck  v. 
to  be  an  order  for  time  made  in  this  cause  upon  consent  by  ^"''■^ 
Sir  Giffin  Wilson,  the  Master,  to  whom  the  cause  stood 
referred,  but  which  paper  writing  did  not  contain  the  words 
and  figures  from  the  Ist  of  June  contained  in  the  consent/^ 
This  paper  was  the  original  order  signed  by  the  Master,  and 
entered  as  before-mentioned.     The  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff, 
considering  that  this  order  was  a  nullity,  and  that  he  might 
disregard  it,  on  the  30th  of  June  left  a  praecipe  for  an 
attachment  to  the  sheriff  against  the  defendant  for  not 
answering,  returnable  immediately ;  and  on  the  same  day 
the  attachment  was  sealed  and  issued.     The  defendant 
thereupon  moved,  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England, 
that  the  attachment  might  be  set  aside  for  irregularity. 

The  Vice-Chancbllob  said  that  the  order  for  further 
time  was  by  consent,  and  the  endorsement  upon  the 
warrant  left  no  doubt  as  to  the  terms  of  the  consent. 
That  the  order,  being  by  consent,  was  an  indulgence  to 
the  defendant.  That  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant'^s 
solicitor,  when  he  had  the  order  copied,  to  ascertain  that 
it  was  in  conformity  with  the  terms.  That  he  had  received 
the  original  order  from  the  Master's  clerk,  and  had 
neglected  to  read  it.  That  he  had  had  it  copied,  and 
on  that  occasion  he  had  again  neglected  to  read  it.  He 
liad  also  neglected  to  read  the  copy,  which  he  had  had  made. 
That  in  his  opinion  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  profit  by  this  neglect  of  his  solicitor.  That  when  the 
error  was  discovered,  the  order  ought  not  for  a  moment  to 
liave  been  insisted  upon.  To  insist  upon  the  order  under 
those  circumstances  was  to  act  improperly,  not  only 
towards  the  plaintiff  but  towards  the  Court. 

His  Honour  having  refused  the  motion,  it  was  renewed 
by  way  of  appeal  before  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Daniel  in  support  of  the 
appeal  motion  said,  that  although  owing  to  the  mistake  of 
the  Master^s  clerk  the  order  was  not  drawn  up  in  con- 
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1846.  formity  with  the  agreement,  yet  it  could  not  be  tcested  as 
Chuck  «;  a  nullity,  but  like  irregular  orders  in  general,  it  was  bind- 
ing until  discharged  by  the  Court.  WUkins  ▼.  Stevens  (a)« 
Mr.  Molt  and  Mr.  Kinglahe  for  the  plaintiff^  and 
in  opposition  to  the  iq^)eal  motion,  stated  the  reaaooB 
assigned  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  for  refusing  the  niotic»u 
They  also  remarked  that  there  did  not  appear  to  have  been 
any  regular  serrice  of  the  order  for  further  time. 

The  LoBD  Chancbllor  said  that  the  plaintiff  ^s  solicitor 
was  in  possession  of  a  copy  of  the  Master^s  order  from  the 
11th  of  June.  That  the  defendant's  solicitor  had  sent  the 
copy  without  personal  knowledge  that  the  original,  or  the 
copy,  did  not  correspond  with  the  terms  agreed  upon ;  and 
the  plaintiff's  solicitor  in  like  manner  had  kq)t  the  cofj 
without  personal  knowledge  that  it  did  not  correspond  with 
the  terms  agreed  upon.  That  whether  a  sdicitor,  who 
had  a  copy  of  an  order  and  kept  it  in  his  poeaeesion  so 
many  days,  could  be  permitted  to  assert  ignorance  of  its 
contents,  it  was  not  requmite  to  consider.  That  it  WBf- 
peared  that  on  the  day  before  the  attachment  was  issued, 
the  defendant's  solicitor  not  only  became  acquainted  with 
the  contents  of  the  order,  but  that  the  original  order  was 
actually  seen  by  him.  He  knew  that  according  to  the 
order  the  month's  time  must  be  computed  from  the  4th  of 
June,  the  date  of  the  order,  and  not  from  the  Ist  of  June, 
as  agreed  upon.  Any  discussion  as  to  service  would  be 
misplaced.  A  party,  who  knows  of  an  order,  whether  nuO 
or  valid,  regular  or  irregular,  cannot  be  permitted  to 
disobey  it.  It  did  not  even  signify  whether  the  onfer  was 
drawn  up.  That  there  were  many  cases  in  which  a  party 
had  been  held  to  have  committed  a  contempt  for  disobey- 
ing an  order,  which  had  not  only  not  been  served,  but  had 
not  even  been  drawn  up  (ft).     It  would  be  most  dangerous 

(a)  10  Sim.  617.  both  in  the  time  of  Lord  BIdon ; 

(6)  The  authorities  are  nmne-  0$bfjTn9  v.  Temumt^  14  Ves.  136, 

rou8,  old  and  new.    Two  refer-  and  Jamet  v.  Ikmmn,   18  Yfli. 

will  be   finind   wiffiriet,  629. 
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to  hold  Uwt  the  suitors,  or  their  solicitors,  could  themselves  18^6^ 
judge  whether  an  order  was  null  or  valid — ^whether  it  was  Chuox  v. 
regular  or  irregular.  That  they  should  come  to  the  court  and  ^""'■■» 
not  take  upon  themselves  to  deteruiine  such  a  question. 
That  the  course  of  a  party  knowing  of  an  order,  which  was 
mill  or  irregular,  and  who  might  be  affected  by  it,  was 
plain.  He  should  apply  to  the  Court  that  it  might  be 
£scharged.  As  long  as  it  existed  it  must  not  be  dis- 
obeyed. That  it  was  true  the  order  did  not  correspond 
with  the  understanding,  but  there  was  no  pretence  for 
saying  that  the  defendant's  solicitor  had  done  anything  to 
mislead  the  Master^s  clerk.  The  mistake  was  clearly  the 
austake  of  the  Master'^s  clerk.  Under  such  circumstances, 
on  the  one  hand  the  Court  would  expect  the  defendant's 
soHcitor  not  improperly  to  insist  upon  an  error  in  his 
Ikvour ;  and  on  the  other  hand  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff 
was  not  justified  in  leaving  the  praecipe  and  taking  out  the 
attachment,  until  the  Master *s  order,  however  erroneous, 
was  diseharged.  That  it  would  have  been  discharged 
under  the  circumstances  there  could  be  no  doubt ;  but  that 
was  no  justification  of  the  issuing  of  an  attachment  whilst 
it  was  an  existing  order.  The  attachment  must  be 
discharged 


In  De  Genme  v.  ^onaoM,  MS.  cases ;  5.  C.  1  Buss.  &  Myl.  Lord  Lynd- 

494^  Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  where  an  order  was  obtained  in  burst's  deciBion 

,.  ...         «i^  1^1  4.1^^.  that  where  an 

onset  oontravention  m  the  General  Orders  of  the  Court,  as  an  o^der  is  a  nol- 


of  oonrse  to  amend  a  bill  after  the  time  limited  by  the  Uty  a  party  may 
Goieral  Orders  for  amending  had  expired,  it  was  quite  un-  tnd  need  not 


to  move  to  rescind  it.     That  every  order  of  that  kind  come  to  the 
TBOfjtX  be  looked  upon  as  a  nullity,  and  that  where  an  order  was  a  chluw  it  orer- 
nunity  a  party  might  treat  it  as  such,  and  need  not  come  to  the  ruled. 
court  to  discharge  it. 

The  fiiregoing  case  of  Chuck  v.  Cremer  is  not  the  only 
anihority  at  variance  with  the  practice  as  here  propounded  by 
Lord  Lyndhurst.     In  Petty  v.  LomuUUe,  MS.  cases;  S.  C.  4 
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Myl.  &  Or.  545,  Lord  Cpttenham  said,  lie  neyer  would  allow  a 
suitor  to  call  any  order  in  question  except  bj  an  application  to 
rescind,  or  vary  it,  so  long  as  it  remained  the  order  of  the  Court : 
and  in  Blake  v.  Blake,  7  Beav.  514,  a  case  similar  to  Be  Geneve 
v.  Hannam,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  should  feel  great 
difficulty  in  treating  the  order  to  amend  as  a  nullity ;  it  might,  or 
it  might  not,  be  regular,  but  it  must  remain  in  operation  until 
upon  a  proper  application  it  was  discharged.     Lord  Lyndhurst'a 
decision,  that  where  an  order  is  a  nullity  a  party  may  treat  it  aa. 
such  and  need  not  come  to  the  court  to  discharge  it,  may  now^ 
therefore,  be  considered  as  overruled. 


Lord  Lynd- 
hunt  some- 
times appUed 
ooimnoii-law 
rules  to  the  de« 
dsionof 
points  of  equity 
practice. 


Li  De  Geneve  v.  Hannam^  and  on  other  occasions.  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst  applied  common-law  rules  to  the  decision  of  points  of 
equity  practice,  whether  advantageously  or  not  it  is  not  intended 
here  to  inquire.  Equity  draughtsmen  have  in  general  forgotten 
almost  all  that  they  ever  learnt  of  the  proceedings  of  the  courts 
of  common  law.  There  are  some  exceptions,  but  the  writer  is 
not  so  fortunate  as  to  be  one.  He  recollects  only  that  at 
common  law  a  distinction  is  constantly  drawn  between  irregularity 
and  nullity.  The  common-law  practitioner  is  frequently  at  liberty 
to  consider  whether  a  proceeding  can  be  treated  as  a  nullity, 
which  he  may  disregard  altogether,  or  as  an  irr^;ularity,  which 
he  must  move  to  set  aside  (a).    This  rarely  occurs  with  us.     Let 


(a)  In  a  foreign  University 
about  twenty  years  ago,  some 
lectures  having  been  given  in 
English  Law,  questions  were  pro-> 
posed  in  order  to  test  the  progress 
made  by  the  students.  By  one 
of  those  questions  the  student 
was  required  to  specify  the  classes 
of  cases  coming  under  a  head, 
which  may  be  translated  Nullity ; 
and  by  another  of  those  questions 
to  specify  the  classes  of  cases 
coming  under  a  head,  which  may 
be  translated  Irregularity.  Pro- 
fessors delight  in  this  kind  of 
analysis.  The  writer  was  asked 
at  the  time  by  one  of  them  if 


questions  of  this  kind  were  not 
propounded  to  our  students. 
Part  only  of  his  reply  need  be 
given — ^that  few  members  of  the 
equity  bar  could  answer  both 
these  questions;  but  that  probably 
all  members  of  the  common-law 
bar  could  answer  them  without 
hesitation. 

It  must  be  added,  that  possibly 
the  words  translated  NuUity  and 
Irregularity  bore  a  different  mean- 
ing, and  the  knowledge  of  Rnglifh 
law  was  not  so  extensive  as  the 
use  of  those  words  seems  to  indi- 
cate. 
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the  reader  take  for  the  sake  of  illustration  the  title  of  Plea  (a),  ^846. 
and  he  will  find  how  often  a  proceeding  in  a  court  of  common  chuck  v. 
law  may  be  regarded  as  a  nullity,  whilst  in  a  court  of  equity  the  CaBMsm. 
analogous  proceeding  is  yalid,  until  there  is  an  order  for  getting 
rid  of  it.  Fleas  in  abatement  not  verfiied  by  affidayit,  or  pleaded 
after  the  time  limited  for  that  purpose — ^pleas  plainly  bringing 
ibrward  a  fictitious  defence — ^manifestly  put  in  for  delay — ^wholly 
absurd  and  nonsensical — taking  issue  on  matters  not  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  nor  in  any  way  relevant  to  it — in  no  manner 
adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  action — ^requiring  counsel's  signature, 
yet  delivered  without  it — these  pleas  and  many  others  are  nullities, 
and  the  plaintiff  may  sign  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea  at  the 
expiration  of  the  period  for  pleading.  Again— if  the  defendant 
be  under  terms  to  plead  issuably  and  deliver  a  non-issuable  plea, 
the  plaintiff  may  sign  judgment,  as  under  terms  of  pleading 
iaauably,  the  defendant  can  put  in  only  a  plea  that  goes  to  the 
merits. — If  the  defendant  after  craving  oyer  sets  forth  part  only 
of  the  condition  of  a  bond,  or  sets  forth  the  matter  falsely,  the 
plaintiff  may  sign  judgment  on  the  whole  declaration. 

This  is  enough,  and  perhaps  more  than  enough,  for  illustration. 
A  little  reflection  will  bring  to  the  mind  of  the  student 
instances  of  pleading  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  not  much 
differing  from  these  instances  of  pleading  in  courts  of  common 
law.  But  in  none  of  these  instances  should  we  be  at  Uberty  to 
treat  the  plea,  or  answer,  to  a  bill  as  a  nulUty.  The  plaintiff 
eonid  not  proceed  as  if  there  was  no  plea  or  no  answer.  There 
moat  be  an  order  to  take  the  plea  or  answer  off  the  file,  or  there 
must  be  exceptions  to  the  plea  or  answer  for  impertinence,  or 
exceptions  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency,  or  the  plea  must  be  set 

down  for  argument,  &c. 

These  remarks  are  made  simply  to  guard  the  student  against 

apiy  Tain  attempt  to  reconcile  many  cases  of  very  modem  date, 

and  to  explain  whence  arises  the  opposition  of  principles,  which  is 

not  unfrequently  exhibited. 

<0)  It  may  be  remarked  that  if  Chancery.  For  instance,  although 

the  reader  should  take  the  title  of  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration  be 

X>einurrer  instead  of  that  of  Plea,  palpably  frivolous,  the   plaintiff 

lie  vnU.  often  find  the  practice  of  cannot  sign  judgment  as  for  want 

^lie  courts  of  common  law  coinci-  of  a  plea ;  he  must  apply  to  the 

with  that  of  the  Court  of  court,  or  judge,  to  set  it  aside. 
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SIuT*!'  FRANCIS   WILSON.  ONE  OF  THE   DIRECTORS 
y«-  OP    THE    ARIGNA    IRON    AND    COAL    COM- 

Wi«o«,.  PANV,    ON    BEHALF    OF    THE    SAID    COM- 

Pa.....  paNY,  r.   THOMAS   HENRY   PARKER,   WIL- 

LIAM  MORGAN,  AND  ROGER  FLATTERY. 
It  li  upedi«nt    Tm  niit  relftted  to  a  largs  sum  of  eoDSols  beloa^ng  to  tke 
ibd^iu'm*.      Arigna  Iron  and  Coal  Joint-stock  Compuiy.     By  an  m( 
ilble  to  the        fgf  recrulatinar  the  CompanT,  it  vae  enacted  that  a  aait 
fnctiee  intend-  .  *  ...  .    , 

•d  to  Im  eit.-     in  equity  might  be  earned  on  m  the  name  of  any  oat 

^^'offy^—   director  for  the  time  being  as  the  nominal   plaintiff  on 

and  ttpecUUr     behalf  of  the  Oompany.     The  atock  was  standinE  in  tlw 

where  indul- 

Mee  cuiDot      names  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  defeodanta  Parker  and 

~t*^tb!lt  Morgan.     The  defendants  Parker  and  Morgan  had  ceMed 

**  mS-'wr*"'''  ***  **  *''®  directora  of  tJie  Company,  and  a  rasohition  bad 

wKlMtakei  not  been  passed  at  a  g^ierat  meeting  of  the  proprietors  of  the 

deniT  •Mau^  Company,  that  the  consols  should  be  transferred  into  Uk 

Ot  >lrffii>Uni  names  of  the  plaintiff  and  three  other  directors.      "liB 
the  ilalrmrnt*  *^ 

efthrhiiiiakrn  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that   the   defendants   Parker  and 

M^l^'fiv  ihr  Mrtiyan  might  be  decreed  to  make  the  transfer.  The 
r^^po^ati^r  defendant  Flattery  was  not  wiginally  a  party,  bat  m 
nude  a  party  in  ctnsequence  of  an  objection  rwsed  by  the 
answor  of  the  defendant  Parker.  He  bill,  as  amended  kr 
that  pur^xkso,  charj^  thai  the  defoidant  Parker  alt^ 
and  prvtondt^l  that  the  defendant  Flattery  had,  and  he  Ihe 
•li.>f<pnda»i  Flatten-  himself  also  allied  that  he  had,  certain 
dainw  a^tmiwi  the  said  Coaq«nT,  in  respect  whereof  it  «■ 
allfjrrd  by  the  drfnidant  Parker,  and  also  by  the  defendiot 
Klattcry.  that  he  the  defendant  Flattery  had  a  lira  or  diaige 
u^tttn  tlw  said  cvmuols.  Ihe  bill  ehai^ged  the  eontiary  of  soefa 
(Mtvtanw  h^  b«  tnitf.  The  only  inunoguny  the  defeodaot 
FUltvty  wvt  TOfoirvt]  to  aB$w<n-  was  this.  th. :  Wbetber 
t  duAm^nt  FUnecy  did  or  doc  claim  to  hare  ■  lien 
■  u^kM  ihe  «a>i  oaosok,  and  what  was  the  natim 
i,aftl»hat  wiMV  the  [wticoian  of  the  nid  liea 
b  «f  Ak  «M»toem  (</  the  bill  ben^  uuHJe  tie 
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inidmt  Fbittery  wis  a  prisoner  for  debt  in  the  Foor  iB4i. 
nrto  Marshaleea,  Dublin.  A  London  Bolieitor  entered  Wilwuiv. 
L  appearance  for  him,  and  he  obtained  Tarious  orders  for 
ne  to  answer.  In  November,  1845, — the  General  Orders 
Mmf^  1845,  being  then  in  operation — ^fourteen  days^ 
itiee  was  ffvea  under  the  78th  of  those  orders  that  the 
ort  would  be  moved  that  the  bill  might  be  taken  pro 
pfasDO  against  him.  Upon  the  hearing  of  that  motion 
e  defendant  Flattery  appeared  by  counsel,  and  further 
ne  was  g^en  him  for  filing  his  answer ;  but  no  answer 
ing  filed,  an  order  was  made  on  the  first  day  of  Hilary 
srm,  1846,  that  the  bill  should  be  taken  pro  confesso  as 
IBinst  him.  After  this  the  answers  of  the  other  defend- 
tB  were  repfied  to,  and  witnesses  were  examined,  publiea- 
n  was  passed,  and  the  cause  was  set  down  for  hearing, 
le  oaose  standing  about  six  out  of  the  paper  of  the  day, 
d  the  plaintiff  having  delivered  briefs  to  counsel  for  the 
aijng,  the  defendant  Flattery  served  a  notice  of  motion 
at  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  file  an  answer  to  the  bill,  and 
ike  defence  to  the  suit.  Upon  the  hearing  of  this 
otion  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  made  the 
Ikwing  order: — Let  the  defendant  Flattery  pay  to  the 
aintiff  his  costs  of  this  motion,  to  be  taxed  by  the 
aoation  Taxing  Master.  Let  the  defendant  Flattery  be 
liberty  to  give  security  for  costs  to  the  amount  of  150/. 
eh  security  to  be  approved  of  by  the  Master  of 
a  Vacation,  or  in  lieu  thereof  pay  1502.  into  court. 
%er  payment  or  tender  of  the  said  costs  directed  to 
taxed,  and  after  such  security  or  payment  into  court, 
tbe  defendant  Flattery  be  at  liberty  to  file  an  answer 
or  before  the  Ist  of  September  next,  he  and  his  solicitor 
lAeitaking  that  it  shall  not  contain  any  scandalous  matter, 
■U  not  render  necessary,  or  require,  any  additional  party 
»  ishe  cause,  and  shall  not  exceed  in  length  200  folios. 
ei  the  plaintiffs  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  replication  to  such 
■•Wtt'.  Let  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Flattery, 
'^^eetiveiy,  be  at  liberty  if  a  replication  to  such  answer 
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^^        shall  be  filed,  to  examine  as  between    themselves  any 
Wilson  v.        witness  or  witnesses  in  this  cause,  within  six  weeks  after  the 

filing  of  such  replication.  Let  publication  of  such  evidence 
pass  without  further  order  at  the  end  of  such  six  weeks ; 
the  defendant  Flattery  consenting  that  this  cause  shall  be 
heard  on  any  day  not  earlier  than  the  end  of  a  week  after 
such  publication,  or  if  there  shall  be  no  such  replication  as 
aforesaid,  then  on  any  day  not  earlier  than  the  third  day  of 
Michaelmas  Term  next.  But  if  the  defendant  Flattery 
shall  not  before  the  1st  day  of  September  next  pay  or 
tender  to  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  this  motion,  or  shall  not 
before  that  day  give  such  security  for  costs  as  aforesaid,  or 
in  lieu  thereof  pay  150/.  into  court,  or  shall  not  on  or 
before  that  day  file  an  answer  as  aforesaid,  then  tiie 
plaintiff  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  under  his  order 
for  taking  the  bill  pro  confesso  as  if  this  order  had  not 
been  made.  The  plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  read  against 
the  defendant  Flattery  the  evidence  already  taken,  saving 
all  just  exceptions. 

From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Heathfield  for  the  plaintiff,  the  i^ 
pellant,  submitted  that  the  indulgence  shown  was  a  departure 
from  the  practice,  which  the  circumstances  of  the  case  did 
not  warrant.  That  the  defendant  Flattery,  under  the  82nd 
of  the  Orders  of  May,  1845,  was  at  liberty  to  appear  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  and  if  he  waived  all  objection  to  the 
order  (in  truth  there  was  no  objection  to  it  in  point  of 
regularity)  he  might  be  heard  to  argue  the  case  upon 
the  merits  as  stated  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  i2o/^and  Mr.  Haigh,  for  the  defendant  Flattery,  the 
respondent,  said  that  under  the  14th  section  of  the  Pro  Con- 
fesso Act,  11  Geo. 4,  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  36, the  bill  might  be  read 
in  any  Court  of  Law  or  Equity,  as  evidence  of  the  facts, 
matters,  and  things  therein  contained  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  such  facts,  matters,  and  things  had  been  admitted  to  be  true 
by  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Flattery  put  in  to  such  biD, 
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and  such  bill  so  taken  pro  confesso  was  to  be  received  ^^^ 
and  taken  in  evidence  of  such  and  the  same  facts,  Wilson  v. 
matters  and  yeumstances,  and  on  behalf  of  such  and  ^^^^*** 
80  many  persons  as  the  answer  of  the  defendant  to  the 
said  bill  could  and  might  have  been  read  and  received 
in  evidence  of,  in  case  such  answer  had  been  put  in  by  the 
defendant  thereto,  and  had  admitted  the  same  facts, 
matters,  and  circumstances  as  in  such  bill  stated  and  set 
forth.  Now  looking  at  the  statements  contained  in  the 
bill,  which  was  to  be  taken  pro  confesso,  it  was  obvious  that 
the  effect  of  the  decree  would  be  to  deprive  the  defendant 
Flattery  of  his  asserted  lien.  It  would  be  a  great  hardship 
upon  him  under  the  circumstances,  he  having  during  all  the 
time  been  a  prisoner  for  debt,  if  the  bill  should  be  read 
a^inst  him  in  any  other  proceeding  so  as  to  deprive  him 
not  only  of  his  lien,  but,  perhaps,  of  his  claim  altogether.  ^ 
The  Lord  Chancellor  said  it  was  expedient  to  adhere  as 
mach  as  possible  to  the  practice  intended  to  be  established 
the  New  Orders,  and  more  especially  in  a  case  in  which 
incSulgence  could  not  be  shown  without  doing  what,  it  must 
admitted,  was  very  unusual.  That  the  injury,  which  it 
urged  might  accrue  to  the  defendant  Flattery  if  the 
l>iH  were  evidence  against  him  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity, 
nki^ht  be  averted  by  an  undertaking  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
1^^  would  not  use  the  statements  of  the  bill  as  evidence 
^g^nst  the  defendant  Flattery,  except  for  the  purposes  of 
tH^  suit.  He  would  discharge  the  order  of  the  Vice- 
C^sncellor,  the  plaintiff  giving  that  undertaking. 


i  The  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  as  follows : — Let  the 
^''^^r  made  in  this  cause,  bearing  date  the  31st  day  of  July,  1846, 
^  clischarged,  except  so  much  thereof  as  directs  the  defendant 
*^^ttery  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  that  application,  the 
plaintiff  by  his  counsel  undertaking  not  to  use  as  evidence  against 
toe  said  defendant  Flattery  the  statements  of  his  bill  as  admitted 
»y  tie  said  defendant  Flattery,  except  for  the  purposes  of  this 

TOt. 
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■     ^°°''     ■  BENSON  V.  GLASTONBURY  CANAL  COMPANY. 

Benson  v.  *' 

Glastonbury  ^  ... 

Canal  Com-  Lord  Cottenham  said,  here  was  a  bill  seeking  the  specific 

^      '  performance  of  a  parol  agreement  by  the  defendants  to  pinv 

the  bill  a  parol  chase  from  the  plaintiff  five  acres  of  land  at  80/.  an  acre ; 

^^^^l^!t  ^^  plaintiff  has  given  possession  to  the  defendants,  but 

possession  had    ^grg  ^jij  not  appear  to  have  been  any  understanding  re- 
been  giTen  of —  .  .  . 
fiTe  acres.         specting  the  time  when  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid. 

x^^Jl.  That  the  anBwer  admitted  an  agreement  to  purchase  hmd 
^L^^^'^y^n  ^^^^  ^^^  plaintiff  at  80/.,  an  acre,  but  denied  any  agreement 
that  the  pur-     to  purchase  more  than  three  acres  of  land :  and  the  answer 

chase^monev 

for  the  five        alleged  that  the  land,  of  which  possession  had  been  given, 
^ioi^^^'  ^*^  °^*^  exceed  three  acres  in  quantity.     That  the  plamtiff 
three  acres,       now  moved  upon  this  answer  that  the  purchase  money  for 
brought  into      five  acres  might  be  brought  into  court,  and  if  the  Court 
Court,  refused.   gjiQ^ij  ^q^  accede  to  that  application,  then,  in  the  alter- 
native, that  the  purchase  money  for  three  acres  might  be 
brought  into  court;  but  the  plaintiff  had  not — ^assuming 
that  he  was  at  liberty  to  do  so-— even  amended  his  bill  and 
adapted  it  to  the  case  made  by  the  answer.     He  still  in- 
sisted that  the  agreement  was  to  purchase  five  acres  aund 
not  three  acres,  and  that  possession  had  been  given  of  five 
acres.     Now  if  the  cause  should  be  brought  to  a  hearing, 
and  the  plaintiff  should  fail  to  prove  that  the  agreement 
was  as  laid  by  the  bill,  must  not  the  consequence  be  that 
the  bill  would  be  dismissed  ?     Under  these  circumstances, 
the  answer  not  admitting  the  agreement  insisted  upon  by 
the  bill,  and  the  bill  containing  no  alternative  corresponding 
with  the  lesser  object  of  the  notice  of  motion — as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  such  an  alternative  he  would  say  nothing — ^he 
was^f  opinion  that  the  motion  must  be  refused. 


See  further,  Benson  v.  Glastonbury  Navigation  and  Ctmal  Com^ 
panff^  1  C.  P.  Coop.  42,  and  the  cases  there  cited.     Sir  Edwird 
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Sngden,  1  Vend.  &  Parch.  360,  lOth  edit.,  citing  the  cue,         18S7^ 
ssys  that  if  aa  agreement  he  hy  parol  for  sale  at  so  much  an  binsok  •. 
acre,  and  posseaatan  he  giren  to  the  purchaser  without  any  GLAsroNBvaT 
midentanding  ittpeeting  the  period  when  the  purchase  money  ^^^^'^  ^^*^' 
should  be  paid,  and  the  bill  alleges  a  quantity  of  land  to  be 
sold,  which  is  denied  by  the  answer,  and  the  bill  only  seeks  a 
performance  aa  to  the  larger  quantity,  no  money  will  be  ordered 
into  oonrt.     Sir  Edward  Sogden  adds  that  this  seems  to  be  the 
point  of  the  ease. 

In  L^al  ▼.  MUler,  2  Ves.  Sen.  299,  Sir  John  Strange  said  it 
would  be  very  hard  upon  a  defendant,  if  a  plaintiff  should  uncon- 
scientiously  bring  him  into  a  court  of  equity,  when  defendant 
should  insist  on  an  agreement  different  from  that  the  plaintiff 
sets  up,  and  the  plaintiff  should  reply  to  his  answer  and  insist  on 
his  former  demand  and  go  into  a  long  proof,  and  afterwards,  finding 
he  could  not  have  the  decree  prayed  by  his  bill,  should  resort  to 
that,  whicii  defendant  set  up,  and  insist  on  a  decree  for  it. 


F^e  V.  Clayton, 
The  defendant  put  up  to  sale  by  auction  a  freehold  public-  13  Vesey,  546, 

house  and  other  premises  in  the  parish  of  Enfield.     A  few  days  ^™  a  MS.  in 
before  the  sale  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  for  enclosing  the  possession. 

common  fields  and  waste  lands  in  the  parish  (a).     No  allotment         

was  made  until  some  time  after  the  sale.      The  printed  par-  Specific  per- 

ticulars  of  sale  merely  described  the  house  and  premises  ;  they  fonnanc«. — 

mentioned  no  right  of  common,  and  in  no  way  alluded  to  the  ex-  Act.— Sale.— 

peeted  allotment.    The  plaintiff,  who  purchased  the  premises  by  Allotment.— 

an  agent,  alleged  that  he  had  authorized  his  agent  to  bid  a  much  _Cros8  !)ill. 

larger  sum  for  the  premises  on  the  understanding  that  a  parcel  of 

the  waste  lands  would  be  allotted  to  the  owner  of  the  premises 

put  up  to  sale,  and  that  the  allotment  would  belong  to  the  pur- 

diaser ;  and  he  alleged  declarations  of  the  auctioneer  at  the  sale  to 

show  that  there  was  this  understanding.    The  bill  prayed  a  spe- 

dfic  performance  of  the  agreement  for  sale  and  a  oonveyance  of 

the  allotment,  the  plaintiff  offering  to  perform  the  agreement  on 

his  part.    The  answer  submitted  that  as  the  Inclosure  Act  had 

passed  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  intended  allotment  had  become 

separate  property,  and  could  not  be  taken  as  comprised  under  the 

(a)  The  Act,  43  Geo.  III.  cap.  (see  post)  show  that  the  sale 
offiii.,  received  the  Royal  Assent,  took  place  at  Garraway's  the  20th 
tad  July,  1801.    The  pleadings     of  the  same  month. 

A  A  2 
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1837.  description  of  the  particnlara  of  sale.  The  answer  denied  the  nn- 
Bbnson  v.  derstanding  alleged  by  the  bill  and  also  the  declarations  of  the 
Glastonbuky  auctioneer.  It  asserted,  on  the  contrary,  thai  the  defendant  had 
Canal  Co¥-  ^j^  ^j^^  auctioneer  that  he  meant  to  reserve  the  allotment,  and 
We  T  Chyton,  ^^^^  ^^^  auctioneer  had  declared  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  the 

expected  allotment  was  not  to  be  sold  with  the  premises.  Both 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  went  into  evidence,  from  which  it 
appeared  that  the  auctioneer  had,  as  the  defendant  asserted,  ex- 
pressly stated  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  the  purchaser  would  not 
be  entitled  to  any  allotment  to  be  made.' 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  said  that  unless  the  Court  should  think 
that  the  allotment  could  be  considered  as  comprised  in  the  de- 
scription of  the  house  and  premises  in  the  printed  particulars,  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed — the  statement  contained  in  the  bill  as 
to  the  declaration  of  the  auctioneer  having  been  disproved  by  the 
parol  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  said  that  there  was  no  pretence  for 
the  suggestion  that  the  allotment  could  be  considered  as  com- 
prised in  the  description  of  the  house  and  premises  in  the  printed 
particulars,  nothing  being  said  as  to  any  right  of  common  :  and 
that  the  bill  ought  not  to  be  dismissed,  but  the  defendant  was  en- 
titled to  a  specific  performance  although  he  had  not  filed  anj 
cross  bill  for  that  purpose. 

Lord  Eldon  said,  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  enclosing 
Enfield  waste  and  common  lands  having  passed,  although  a  fe^ 
days  only,  previously  to  the  sale,  and  the  printed  particulars  oC 
sale  being  wholly  silent  as  to  any  right  of  common,  or  as  to  asxj 
allotment,  which  the  owner  of  the  premises  put  up  to  sale  wo^^ 
become  entitled  to  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  it  was  impossible  to  Ix^^^ 
that  the  purchaser  had  bought  the  allotment,  although  n^^^ 
subsequently  to  the  sale.     That  parol  evidence,  such  as  that  i-Ji^ 
which  the  plaintiff  had  gone,  was  receivable  only  where         ^^ 
purchaser  was  a  defendant,  and  the  vendor  as  plaintiff  sought- — ^  ^ 
enforce  the  agreement  against  him.     Where  the  purchaser         ^ 
plaintiff,  the  question  was   only  one  of  construction.     If  ^ 

auctioneer  represented  that  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  ^ 

only  to  the  premises  put  up  to  sale  as  described  in  the  pric:^==^* 
particulars,  but  also  to  an  allotment  to  be  made  in  resp^^^ 
thereof,  the  purchaser  being  defendant,  and  the  vendor  phdn  ,^^^' 
seeking  to  compel  the  purchaser  to  take  a  conveyance  witl^^^^°* 
the  allotment,  the  purchaser  might  go  into  parol  evidenc^^* 
what  the  auctioneer  had  said  in  order  to  resist  the  vend—- J"  ? 
demand .     In  the  present  case  the  purchaser  by  his  bill  of 
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to  perform  the  agreement  on  his  part,  which  must  he  taken  to         1837. 
mean  what  the  Conrty  upon  hearing  all  the  circumstances,  should  Benson  v 
be  of  opinion  was  the  agreement.     The  evidence  on  hoth  sides  Glastonbury 
had  been  read — whether  regularly  or  irregularly  was  not  now  Canal  Com. 
▼ery  material.     There  could  be  no  longer  any  question  as  to  the  jy^^.  Ck^tom. 
incorrectness  of  the  statements  contained  in  the  bill.     Was  this  a 
case  in  which  it  was  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  have 
filed  a  cross  bill  ?    He  thought  not.    The  practice  formerly  was 
different.    The  defendant  must  have  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
fonnance,  and  the  plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.    Fife 
Y.  Clayton^  L.  C.  April,  1807. 


The  forgoing  case  is  copied  verbatim  from  a  manuscript  in 
the  possession  of  the  author.  The  ensuing  copy  of  the  decree  is 
taken  from  another  manuscript  also  in  the  author's  possession. 
It  agrees  with  the  decree  as  entered  in  the  registrar's  book. 

Hie  author's  manuscripts  contain  no  notice  of  the  statement 
made  by  Vesey,  that  the  defendant  proved  that  ''previously  to 
the  sale,  the  particulars  had  been  altered  by  inserting  an  express 
exception  of  the  right  of  common." 


Greorge  Fife,  plaintiff,  and  John  Clayton,  defendant.     L.  C.  The  decree  in 

Friday,  17th  April,  1807.    This  cause  commg  on  the  present  W*  ▼•  C^ton 

day  to  be  heard  and  debated  before  the  Bight  Honourable  the  y^  545. 

Lcnrd  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  in  the  presence  of 

oonnsel  learned  on  both  sides,  the  substance  of  the  plaintiff's  bill 

appeared  to  be  that  John  Clayton,  Esq.,  was  in  July,  1801^ 

seised  of  or  well  entitled  in  fee  simple  to  a  certain  freehold 

estate  situate  in  Baker  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Enfield,  comprising 

^  csertain  public-house  known  by  the  sign  of  The  Fighting  Cocks, 

and  a  farrier's  shop  and  premises,  and  four  messuages  and  gardens 

adjoining;  and  the  said  John  Clayton  caused  the  same  to  be  put  up 

for  sale,  by  public  auction,  on  the  20th  day  of  the  said  month  of  July, 

at  Garraway's  Coffee  House,  Change  Alley,  London :  particulars 

df  tbe  said  estate,  and  conditions  of  the  said  sale  were  distributed 

bi  the  usual  manner,  and  by  the  conditions  of  the  said  sale  it  was 

Amongst  other  things  stipulated  that  the  highest  bidder  should 

be  the  purchaser ;  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  down  a  deposit 

yt  20/.  per  cent,  in  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  sign  an 

a^pneement  for  payment  of  the  remainder  on  or  before  the  30th 

^j  of  October,  1801»  on  having  a  good  title.    That  the  said  estate 
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1837.  and  premises  were  actaallj  put  up  to  sale,  and  at  the  said  sab 
Bbnson  v.  Owen  Griffiths,  gentleman,  on  behalf  of  the  said  plaintiff,  bid 
GLASTOKBumT  540/.  for  the  said  premises,  and  he  was  declared  the  pnndiaser  of 
PANT.  "  ^®  ^^  premises  at  that  smn,  and  that  said  Owen  Griffiths  paid 
Jf^T.  Clayttm.   ^061.  as  a  deposit,  and  in  part  of  the  said  purchase  monej,  and 

signed  an  agreement  to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  said  purchase 
money  according  to  the  said  conditions  of  sale.  That  shortfy 
before  the  said  sale  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  for  enclosiBg 
the  chase  lands  and  waste  grounds  within  the  said  parish  of 
Enfield,  and  under  such  Act  of  Parliament  a  certain  parcel  of  the 
said  chase  lands  and  waste  grounds  was  to  be  aUotted  to  the 
owner  of  the  said  estate  and  premises  so  sold  as  aforesaid ;  and 
the  said  Owen  Griffiths  by  the  direction  of  plaintiff,  who  under- 
stood  that  such  allotment  was  to  be  made  aecordingly,  bid  a 
much  larger  sum  for  the  said  estate  and  premises  on  that  aooouBt 
than  he  otherwise  meant  to  haye  done.  That  the  commisaionen 
by  the  said  Act  of  Parhament  appointed  haTe  allotted  to  the  said 
estate  and  premises  a  part  of  such  chase  containing  two  acres 
and  one  rood.  That  the  plaintiff  hath  at  all  times  since  the  said 
sale  been  and  is  now  ready  to  complete  his  purchase,  and  to  pi^ 
to  the  said  John  Clayton  the  remainder  of  the  said  purchaae 
money  on  having  a  good  title  and  conveyance  of  the  said  estate 
and  premises,  including  the  said  allotment,  executed  to  him ;  and 
in  order  thereto  the  plaintiff  did  on  the  dOth  day  of  October, 
1801,  the  time  limited  by  the  said  conditions  of  sale  for  the 
payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  said  purchase  money,  pay  into 
the  hands  of  Messrs.  Sansome,  Blake,  and  Postlethwaite,  the 
plaintiff's  bankers,  434/.  being  the  residue  of  the  purchaae 
money  after  deducting  the  said  deposit  money,  and  the  further 
sum  of  6/.  15«.  being  the  one  half  of  the  duty  payable  upon  the 
sale,  and  which  said  sums  making  together  440/.  15«.  haye  ever 
since  lain  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Messrs.  Sansome,  Blake,  and 
Postlethwaite  unemployed,  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  said  John 
Clayton  upon  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  of  the  said  estate 
and  premises.  And  the  plaintiff  caused  a  conveyance  of  the  said 
estate  and  premises  to  be  prepared  ready  for  execution,  and  the 
same  was  tendered  to  the  said  John  Clayton  to  be  executed,  bat 
he  refused  to  execute  the  same ;  and  the  plaintiff  hath  sevend 
times  applied  to  the  said  John  Clayton  to  execute  to  the 
plaintiff  and  his  heirs  a  conveyance  of  the  said  estate  and  pre- 
mises, including  the  said  allotment,  so  purchased  as  aforesaid» 
and  that  plaintiff  at  the  same  time  offered  to  pay  to  the  aaid 
John  Clayton  the  said  sum  of  434/.  the  residue  of  the  aaid 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM.  855 

poiehaae  numey,  (after    deducting   the   deposit   moiiey«)   and         1B37. 
also  the  aaid  ania  of  6/.  15«.  the  half  of  the  said  duty  on  bbnsgnv. 
the  execution  of  the  said  conveyance  and  delivery  of  possession  Glastokburv 
of  the  said  estate  and  premises,  and  the  title  deeds  and  writings  ^^^^     ^' 
relating  thereto  to  the  plaintiiff.  But  the  defendant  pretends  that  p^^  y,  CVoylon- 
the  right  of  common^  or  the  waste  land  to  he  allotted  to  the  said 
estate  and  premises,  was  not  sold  with  the  said  estate  and 
premises,  and  that  the  said  Owen  Griffiths  did  not  become  the 
purchaser  thereof  at  the  said  sale  for  the  plaintiff  as  alleged. 
Whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  that  at  the  said  sale  Mr.  Duke,  the 
auctioneer,  publicly  declared  that  there  was  waste  land,  common 
field  land,  marsh  land,  and  chase  land  to  be  parcelled  out  among 
the  freeholders  by  the  commissioners  under  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
which  had  been  recently  passed  for  enclosing  the  Enfield  chase 
or  waste  land ;  and  the  said  Owen  Griffiths  asked  the  said  Mr. 
Duke  how  much  he  might  expect  of  the  said  chase,  or  waste 
land ;  and  the  said  Mr.  Duke  answered  that  he  could  not  tell,  as 
the  commissioners  had  not  made  the  allotments.   And  the  plaintiff 
charges  that  no  exception  of  the  said  allotment  was  made  by  the 
said  printed  particulars.    And  therefore  that  the  said  defendant 
might  answer  the  said  matters  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  agree- 
ment might  be  specifically  performed  and  carried  into  execution, 
<uid  upon  payment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  defendant  of  434/., 
the  remainder  of  the  said  purchase  money  (after  deducting  the 
aaid  sum  of  106/.  paid  as  a  deposit  as  aforesaid)  and  the  said  sum 
cf  6/.  15«.,  being  one  half  of  the  duty  upon  the  said  sale,  that 
said  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  convey  the  said  estate  and 
jnremiaes  together  with  the  said  allotments  of  waste  or  common 
lands  to  the  plaintiff,  and  his  heirs,  or  as  he  should  direct,  and  to 
€]eliTer  up  the  possession  thereof,  together  with  all  title  deeds  and 
^writings  relating  thereto  to  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  being  willing 
9nd  thereby  offerings  upon  the  said  conveyance  being  executed  and 
possession  of  the  said  estate  being  delivered  to  him,  to  pay  to 
the  said  defendant  the  said  sums  of  434/.  and  6/.  lbs.,  and  in  all 
Yespeets  to  perform  the  said  agreement  on  his  part  :  and  for 
)^dief  is  the  scope  of  the  said  plaintiff 's  bill.      Whereto  the 
coonsel  for  the  defendant  alleged  that  he  by  his  answer  saith  he 
admits  the  sale  of  the  said  premises  as  in  the  said  bill  mentioned ; 
and  saith  that  riiortly  before  the  time  of  the  said  sale  an  Act  of 
Pkrliament  was  passed  for  enclosing  the  chase  lands  and  waste 
groonds  within  the  said  parish  of  Enfield,  and  the  defendant 
expeetcd  that  under  such  Act  some  small  parcel  or  portions  of  the 
uid  ebmte  lands  and  waste   lands  would  be  allotted  to  the 
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1837.  defendant  as  the  owner  of  the  said  estate  and  premises  :  but  the 
Benson  p.  defendant  doth  not  believe  that  the  said  plaintiff  or  Owen 
GLAtTONBURT  Griffiths  his  agent  understood  that  such  allotment  when  made  in 
PANY^  respect  of  the  said  estate  would  belong  to  and  was  to  be  sold  with 

Fife  v.  Claytfm.  ^^^  ^^^  estate  and  premises ;  and  the  defendant  doth  not  behere 

that  the  said  Owen  Griffiths  by  the  directions  of  the  said  plaintiff 
bid  a  much  larger  sum  for  the  said  estate  and  premises  on  that 
account  than  he  otherwise  should  have  done.  And  the  defendant 
saith  that  it  was  not  stated  in  the  particulars  of  sale  that  the 
purchaser  of  the  said  estate  and  premises  would  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  any  allotment  to  be  made  under  the  said  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment in  respect  of  the  said  estate,  as  it  would  have  been  stated 
if  it  was  intended  that  such  allotment  when  made  would  belong 
to  the  said  estate ;  and  particularly  as  the  bill  having  passed  the 
allotment  became  separate  property.  And  saith  that  he  informed 
Mr.  Duke,  the  auctioneer,  at  the  time  he  gave  him  direction  to 
sell  the  said  estate  and  premises,  that  he  meant  to  reserve  the 
allotment  that  was  to  be  made  in  respect  thereof.  And  saith  that 
the  commissioners  by  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  appointed, 
have  allotted  in  respect  of  the  said  estate  and  premises,  since 
the  said  sale,  a  part  of  the  said  chase  containing  2  acres  1  rood, 
and  which  the  said  plaintiff  insists  belongs  to  the  said  estate  and 
premises,  and  ought  to  be  conveyed  by  the  defendant  to  him. 
And  saith  that  the  said  plaintiff  did  cause  a  conveyance  of  the 
said  estate  and  premises  together  with  the  said  allotment  to  be 
prepared  ready  for  execution,  and  that  the  same  was  tendered 
to  this  defendant  to  be  executed  by  him.  And  admits  that  he 
refused  to  execute  the  same  by  reason  that  the  said  allotment 
was  comprised  in  such  conveyance.  And  saith  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff and  his  agents  have  since  applied  to  this  defendant  to  execute 
to  him  the  said  plaintiff  and  his  heirs,  a  conveyance  of  the  said 
estate  and  premises,  including  the  said  allotment;  and  this 
defendant  believes  that  the  said  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  to  this 
defendant  434/.,  the  residue  of  the  said  purchase  money  after 
deducting  the  said  deposit  money,  and  also  6/.  15«.,  being  the 
half  of  the  duty  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  sale,  upon  the 
execution  of  such  conveyance  and  delivery  of  the  possession  of 
the  said  premises  together  with  the  said  allotment,  and  the  title 
deeds  and  writings  relating  thereto,  to  the  said  plaintiff;  and  he 
admits  that  he  hath  refused  to  execute  any  conveyance  of  the 
said  allotment,  but  not  of  the  said  house  and  premises.  And  he  < 
says  he  is  willing  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  all  the  premises  sold  A 
as  aforesaid  with  a  good  title  thereto,  and  to  deliver  the  possession  .^ 
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thereof  npon  payment  of  the  residue  of  the  said  purchase  money,  1837. 

—and  half  of  the  duty  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  sale  :  and  benson  ». 
the  defendant  insists  that  the  said  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  have  Glastonbury 
the  said  allotment  conveyed  to  him,  for  that  the  same  was  not  ^^^^^  ^^^' 
sold;  for  this  defendant  saith  he  believes  that  Mr.  Duke,  the  pifi^.Ciayiom- 
auctioneer,  at  the  time  the  said  estate  and  premises  were  put  up  to 
be  sold,  and  before  any  one  bid  for  the  same,  publicly  declared 
that  there  were  waste  lands,  common  field  land,  marsh  land  and 
chase  land  to  be  parcelled  out  amongst  the  freeholders  by  the  com- 
missioners under  an  Act  of  Parliament  then  recently  passed  for 
enclosing  Enfield  chase ;  but  that  the  allotment  of  the  said  chase 
lands,  and  waste  grounds  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  estate  then 
put  up  to  be  sold,  was  not  to  be  sold  with  the  said  estate  and 
premises,  and  would  not  belong  to  the  purchaser  of  the  said 
estate  and  premises,  but  was  to  be  reserved  for  the  defendant. 
And  he  denies  that  the  said  Mr.  Duke  made  such  declaration  as 
is  mentioned  in  said  bill,  that  the  allotment  of  the  said  chase  to 
be  made  in  respect  of  the  said  estate  was  to  be  sold  with  the  said 
estate :  and  the  defendant  doth  not  believe  that  it  was  so  under* 
stood  by  the  said  Owen  Griffiths,  and  by  the  said  plaintiff.  And 
the  defendant  doth  not  believe  that  the  said  Owen  Griffiths  asked 
the  said  Mr.  Duke  how  much  of  the  said  chase  it  was  expected 
would  be  allotted  in  respect  of  the  said  estate,  and  that  the  said 
Mr.  Dnke  answered  he  could  not  tell,  as  the  commissioners  had 
not  made  the  allotment.  And  saith  that  had  he  intended  to  have 
sold  the  common  right  he  would  have  had  a  much  greater  sum 
of  money  for  the  premises.  And  he  admits  that  no  exception  of 
the  said  allotment  was  made  by  the  said  printed  particulars,  as 
the  defendant  had  it  in  his  power  to  have  sold  the  common  right 
before  the  estate  was  put  up  to  sale  by  the  Act  then  passed,  and 
that  the  particulars  of  sale  of  many  estates  sold  in  the  parish  of 
Enfield  since  the  passing  of  the  said  Act  have  stated  the  allotment 
to  be  included  in  the  other  premises  when  so  intended ;  and  the 
auctioneer,  Mr.  Duke,  deemed  it  sufficient  to  declare  at  the  time  of 
the  said  sale  that  the  allotment  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  said 
estate  and  premises  was  not  to  be  sold  with  the  said  estate  ;  and 
the  said  defendant  soon  after  the  said  sale  and  immediately  upon 
the  said  plaintiff  claiming  the  said  allotment,  declared  that 
he,  this  defendant,  would  not  execute  to  the  plaintiff  any  con- 
veyance in  which  the  said  allotment  was  comprised,  for  that  the 
said  allotment  was  not  sold,  but  the  defendant  was  ready  to 
execute  a  couTeyance  of  the  said  estate  and  premises  vnthout  the 
said  allotment  to  the  said  plaintiff  vdth  a  good  title  thereto,  and 
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1837.  now  is  ready  so  to  do  upon  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  said 

Bbnsok  ••  purchase  money  and  the  half  of  the  duty  payable  upon  the  said 

GLASTOMBuaY  Sale.    Whereupon,  and  upon  debate  of  the  matter  and  hearing 

Ca^ax  Com.  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  respectively  with    the   letters  A.  B.  C. 

jbay  CTay/ffB,  ^^^  ^'9  being  the  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  in  the 

pleadings  mentioned,  and  the  proofs  taken  in  this  cause  read  and 
what  was  alleged  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  his  Lordship 
doth  declare  the  agreement  in  question  ought  to  be  specifically 
performed  and  carried  into  execution,  and  doth  (urder  and  decree 
the  same  accordingly ;  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  do  pay 
unto  the  defendant  the  sum  of  434/.,  being  the  remainder  of  the 
consideration  money  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  estate  comprised  in 
the  said  agreement  after  deducting  the  sum  of  106/.  paid  as 
a  deposit,  and  the  sum  of  6/.  1 5s.  being  one  half  of  the  dn^ 
payable  upon  the  sale  of  the  said  estate ;  and  upon  such  payment 
it  is  ordered  that  the  defendant  do  convey  the  estate  and  premiaea 
comprised  in  the  said  agreement,  exclusive  of  the  allotment  of 
waste  or  common  land,  to  the  plaintiff,  or  as  he  shall  appoint; 
and  it  is  ordered  that  Mr.  Steele,  one  of  the  Masters  of  this 
Court,  do  settle  the  conveyance  iu  case  the  parties  differ :  and 
it  is  ordered  that  the  defendant  do  deliver  upon  oath  all  deeds 
and  writings  in  his  custody,  or  power  relating  to  the  said  estate 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  whom  he  shall  appoint :  and  it  is  ordered 
that  the  plaintiff  do  pay  unto  the  defendant  the  costs  of  this  suit, 
to  be  taxed  by  the  said  Master,  and  any  of  the  parties  are  to  be 
at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  as  they  shall  be  advised. 


1847. 
Jan.  11. 

Mxs^iMAN  J.  MASTERMAN  v.  PRICE. 

Price. 

The  general  Upon  the  opening  of  a  motion  by  way  of  appeal  on  the 
party  does  not  poi't  of  the  plaintiff,  to  discharge  two  orders  of  one  of  the 
Jj'^p^J^J^y*  Vice- Chancellors,  the  following  circumstances  were  stated 
acting  upon  an  on  the  part  of  the  defendiuit  as  a  preliminary  objection. 
Obseirationfi  It  was  said  that  the  first  order  sought  to  be  discharged 
upon  the  rule,    j^^  y^^^  j,^^^  ^  j^^g  ago  as  July,  1845,  and  that  it 

had  directed  certain  inquiries  before  the  Master.  That 
the  plaintiff  at  that  time  was  manifestly  not  dissatisfied  with 
the  order,  as,  instead  of  appealing  firom  it,  he  had  taken  tba 
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inquiries  directed  by  the  order,  carried  the  order  into  the  1B47. 
Mister's  office,  and  in  pursuance  of  it  brought  in  there  ma 
two  long  states  of  facts,  supported  by  the  affidavits  of  ^'  ^^^^ 
himself  and  other  persons.  That  the  Master  had  made 
his  report  in  a  manner,  which  the  plaintiff  had  considered 
not  to  be  unfavourable  to  himself,  and  he  had  taken  no 
objections  to  it.  That  the  matter  afterwards  came  before 
the  Ck>urt,  and  was  discussed  at  length  upon  the  facts 
found  by  the  Master,  when  the  second  order  sought  to  be 
discharged  was  made.  That  this  order  was  adverse  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  any  ground  upon 
which  it  could  be  got  rid  of,  supposing  the  first  order 
should  stand.  That  the  plaintiff  finding  this,  had  deter- 
mined to  endeavour  to  set  aside  the  first  order.  It  was 
submitted  that  it  was  too  late  for  the  plaintiff  to  appeal 
from  an  order  after  he  had  accepted  the  inquiries  directed 
by  it,  carried  it  into  the  Master'^s  office,  and  acted  upon  it 
to  the  above-mentioned  extent.  He  might  appeal  from 
the  second  order  if  he  pleased,  but  his  conduct  precluded 
him  from  appealing  from  the  first  order. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that,  so  long  as  he  recollected 
the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  general  rule  had  been  that  a 
party  did  not  lose  the  right  of  appeal  by  acting  upon  an 
order.  That  the  rule  undoubtedly,  in  some  cases,  was  the 
oecasion  of  much  loss  of  time  and  money,  but  it  had  not 
been  thought  expedient  to  alter  the  rule.  That  our  mode  of 
proceeding  was  such  that  many  errors  in  orders  corrected 
themselves;  matters  got  right  without  any  appeal.  In  cases 
where  it  was  probable  there  would  be  no  ultimate  mischief, 
it  might  be  as  well  not  to  appeal.  Appeals  on  merely 
technical  points  ought  not  to  be  unnecessarily  multiplied. 
That  it  had  not  therefore  been  thought  desirable  to  change 
the  rule,  and  refuse  to  a  party  liberty  of  appealing  from  an 
erroneous  order,  merely  because  he  had  acted  upon  it.  In 
the  present  case  it  would  have  been  better  for  the  plaintiff 
to  have  applied  immediately  to  this  branch  of  the  Court  to 
tbe  first  order  complained  of.     However,  looking. 


V,  Priob. 
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^^y«        at  what  he  believed  had  been  the  uniform  practice,  (it 
MAgTBKMAN     therc  were  exceptions  the  present  case  was  not  one,)  he 

could  not  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  shut  out  from  ap- 
pealing from  the  first  order,  because  he  had  accepted 
the  inquiries  offered  by  it,  carried  it  into  the  Master's 
office,  and  acted  upon  it  to  the  extent  which  had  been 
described. 

Mr.    Cooper^    Mr.  Russellj    Mr.  Montoffm,    and    Mr. 
Rudall  were  the  counsel  for  the  different  parties. 


In  Wood  V.  Griffith,  19  Ves.  550,  S.  C.  1  Mer.  35,  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  were  jointly  interested  in  an  estate,  and  there 
was  a  decree  that  they  should  join  in  giving  an  authority  for  selling 
it,  and  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  settle  the  authority.  The 
case  is  somewhat  loosely  reported  both  in  Vesey  and  Merivale. 
There  was  an  order  by  consent  of  the  defendant  that  the  Master 
should  settle  the  particulars  of  sale.  The  defendant  afterwards 
presented  a  petition  of  appeal.  A  motion  was  made  to  take  the 
petition  of  appeal  off  the  file  upon  several  grounds,  and  amongst 
others  that  a  decree  by  consent  could  not  be  appealed  from,  and 
that  a  party,  who  after  decree  had  consented  to  the  most  important 
directions  contained  in  the  decree,  ought  not  to  be  suffered  to  do 
so,  and  that  the  order  by  consent  amounted  to  a  complete  con- 
firmation of  the  decree.  Lord  Eldon  said  that  as  to  the  effect  at 
the  order  by  consent,  very  grave  reasons  were  required  to  induee 
the  Court  to  refuse  the  benefit  of  appeal.  It  was,  therefore, 
difficult  to  say  that  such  an  order  made  it  impossible  for  the 
defendant  to  appeal.  There  were  very  few  cases  of  applications 
to  stay  proceedings  under  a  decree,  unless  irreparable  mischief 
might  be  the  consequence  of  proceeding  until  the  appeal  should 
be  heard.  That  if  the  appellant,  instead  of  putting  the  other 
party  to  expense,  thought  proper  to  decline  opposition  and  con- 
sented  to  measures,  which  the  Court  would  enforce,  it  was  too 
much  to  say  that  such  consent  barred  his  appeal.  If  at  the  time 
he  intended  not  to  appeal,  that  might  place  it  in  a  different  view. 

The  meaning  of  the  last  sentence  is  not  very  obvious. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart  has  said  (2  Molloy,  7)  of  this  case  of  Wood 
V.  Griffith — that  he  was  counsel  in  it  and  never  knew  what  to  make 
of  it.    The  dissentients  firom  this  opinion  will  not  be  numeroos. 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM. 

Were*  howtfor,  the  obscnritj  in  which  the  case  it  enyelcqped  re-         1 
mored,  there  seems  no  reason  to  think  that  it  would  favour  the  ^7"^ 
notion  that  a  par^  acting  upon  a  decree  or  order  is  precluded  v.  Prk 
from  an  appeal. 


In  White  y.  Idtle,  3  Swanst.  342,  an  issue  had  been  directed, 
which  had  been  tried,  and  there  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
which  had  been  refused.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  renewed 
before  Lord  Eldon,  and  was  granted.  The  new  trial  took  place, 
and  another  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  before  Lord  Eldon. 
It  was  also  desired  that  the  form  of  the  issue  should  be  changed ; 
but  Lord  Eldon  was  of  opinion  that  no  order  to  that  effect  could 
be  made  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  that  the  propriety  of 
the  form  of  the  issue  could  be  questioned  only  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  decree  by  which  it  was  directed.  A  petition  of  appeal 
was  accordingly  presented  and  heard  at  the  same  time  with  the 
motion. 


In  September,  1819,  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  upon  an  interlocutory  The  case  of 
application  directed  an  issue  to  try  whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  ^  TatM  v. 
partner  in  a  certain  firm,  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were  j^cob  516, 
to  attend  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  were  to  be  examined  on  stated  from 
oath  as  to  the  matter  of  the  issue.     In  June,  1821,  the  plaintiff  ^^'  "^*^* 
applied  to  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  to  discharge  so  much  of  the  order 
of  September,  1819,  as  directed  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff 
ind  the  defendant  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  he  at  the  same 
time  mored  for  a  new  trial  of  the  issue.    The  application  to  dis- 
charge so  much  of  the  order  of  September,  1819,  as  directed  the 
examination  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  was  first  heard. 
Sir  Thomas  Plumer  thought  that  the  order  was  right,  and  at  the 
same  time  expressed  a  doubt  whether,  if  he  had  not  thought  the 
order  right,  he  ought  to  alter  it  in  the  respect  complained  of, 
nnleas  he  were  of  opinion  that  there  was  some  other  ground  for  a 
new  trial  of  the  issue.    The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  then  made, 
but  fiuled.    The  plaintiff  thereupon  appealed  from  the  order  of 
Sr  Thomas  Plumer,  refusing  to  discharge  that  part  of  the  order 
of  September,  1819,  which  directed  the  examination  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  also  from  the 
order  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  refusing  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
of  the  issue.    The  appeal  from  the  order,  refusing  to  discharge 
that  part  of  the  order  of  September,  1819,  which  directed  the 
lamination  of  the  parties,  was  first  heard,  when  Lord  Eldon  ex- 
ffessed  a  clear  opinion  that  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  had  taken  a 
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1M7.  correct  view  of  the  matter,  and  his  Lordsliip  at  the  same  tiiM 
MAaraaafAN  ^^'  ^^^^  ^  ^®  ^^  entertained  any  doubt  upon  it  he  shoold  not 
a.  PaioB.  have  been  disposed  to  make  any  change  in  the  order,  mleaa  Ae 

Dt  TuM  T.      plaintiff  could  satisfy  him  that  there  were  other  reaaona  why  Ae 

issue  should  be  tried  again.     De  Taatet  v.  Bordenaoe^  M.  R., 
Jnne,  1821 ;  L.C.,  Febmary,  1822. 

According  to  the  report,  Jacob,  516,  part  of  the  argoment 
against  the  application  to  dischai^  the  above-mentioned  direc- 
tion in  the  order  of  September,  1819,  was,  that  that  order  was 
obtained  by  the  plaintiff;  that  at  the  time  he  had  made  no  objec- 
tion ;  that  afterwards  he  made  a  motion  founded  upon  it  (Jum^ 
1820,  for  the  production  of  papers  with  a  yiew  to  the  trial) ;  thai 
he  went  to  trial— acquiescing  until  an  unfayouraUeyerdictwaagiyen; 
that  he  was  therefore  no  longer  at  liberty  to  attempt  to  get  rid  of 
an  order  of  which  he  would  have  taken  the  benefit  if  the  result  had 
been  different.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  said  that  the  order  waa  made 
in  September,  1819 ;  that  the  complaint  was  not  made  till  a  year 
after,  and  aft^er  the  trial  had  taken  place.  Then  was  it  not  too 
late  for  this  application,  at  least  at  the  instance  of  the  party 
drawing  up  the  order  and  thus  acting  on  it  f  If  it  waa  inaccurate 
there  was  ample  time  before  the  trial  to  set  it  right,  instead  of 
which  an  application  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  proaecntbg 
it.  Even  at  the  trial  no  objection  was  made,  as  he  undovtood,  to 
the  examination  of  the  parties  in  this  manner.  Surely,  all  this 
was  enough  to  preclude  the  party  who  obtained  the  order  from 
then  complaining  of  it.  Therefore,  even  if  the  order  was  in- 
correct, it  would  be  a  material  question  whether  it  was  not  too 
late  to  rectify  it. 

Notwithstanding  this.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  went  into  the  merits. 
He  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  order  to  examine  the  parties 
was  one  which,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  mig^t  be 
made  where  the  circumstances  required  it.  That  an  issue,  being 
intended  to  inform  the  conscience  of  the  Court,  might  be  tried  in 
any  manner,  and  with  any  quaUfications,  which  the  Court  thought 
fit.  That  as  to  that  point  cases  had  been  cited  to  him,  wUch 
were  sufficient,  and  he  was  persuaded  that  many  other  cases  had 
occurred  where  the  same  had  been  done. 

According  to  the  same  report.  Lord  Eldon,  notwithstanding  he 
said  the  plaintiff  came  too  late,  also  went  into  the  merits,  and 
ended  by  inquiring  whether  it  was  not  fit  that  both  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  should  be  examined  ? 

The  writer  not  placing  mudi  reliance  upon  his  own  note  in 
those  particolars,  in  which  it  may  be  thought  not  to  accord  with 
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the  report  in  Jacob,  has  had  two  searches  made  in  the  registrar's         1B47. 


book,  in  the  hope  of  being  able  to  throw  some  further  light  upon  MAsraiMAiT 
this  ease,  but  both  seardies  hare  been  unsuccessful.  v.  Puci. 


In  Brophy  v.  Holmes,  2  Moll.  1,  Lord  Manners  had  by  his 
decree  retained  the  bill  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an 
action,  and  an  action  was  accordingly  brought,  but  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  was  pleaded  and  the  action  was  defeated.  There  was 
a  petition  of  rehearing  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  decree.  This 
petition  of  rehearing  came  on  before  Lord  Chancellor  Hart,  when 
it  was  said  on  the  one  side  that  acquiescence,  by  acting  under  a 
decree,  did  not  preclude  the  party  acquiescing  from  rehearing  it  -, 
and  that  was  so  determined  in  a  case  before  Lord  Redesdale. 
Mr.  Serjeant  Lefroy  seems  to  have  cited  this  case  from  his 
mannscript  notes.  On  the  other  side,  it  was  said  that  the  party 
q)pealing  had  tried  what  he  could  get  by  bringing  his  action, 
acting  under  the  decree,  and  having  failed  he  could  not  be  heard 
to  impeach  that  decree  under  which  he  had  acted,  and  in  which 
he  had  thereby  acquiesced.  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  that  the 
party  appealing  had  acted  on  the  decree  made  by  Lord  Manners 
and  had  failed  in  the  action,  and  having  acted  on  the  decree  he 
now  reheard  it.  In  the  case,  however,  cited  by  Serjeant  Lefroy 
from  his  notes,  and  in  a  remarkable  case  in  which  he  himself  was 
counsel,  the  having  acted  under  a  decree  was  held  clearly  no 
objection  to  rehearing  it.  In  that  case  his  client  was  a  Mr. 
Atkinson.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  made  a  decree  to 
account.  The  account,  involving  complicated  transactions  of  an 
extensive  trading  firm,  had  gone  on  in  the  Master's  office  for  more 
than  ten  years,  when  he  advised  a  petition  of  rehearing ;  and 
Lord  Eldon  had  no  doubt  about  the  rehearing,  notwithstanding 
the  acting  under  the  decree,  and  it  happened  well;  for  the 
parties,  who  would  have  gone  on  ten  years  longer  in  the  Master's 
office,  came  to  their  senses  and  compromised  the  matter  instead  of 
rehearing  the  cause. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart  then  minutely  considered  the  original  equity, 
and  finally  afiirmed  the  decree  of  Lord  Manners,  which  had 
retained  the  bill  and  given  leave  to  bring  the  action. 


In  Gardner  v.  Rowe,  5  Russ.  258,  an  issue  was  directed  to  try 
whether  a  bankrupt  was  a  trustee  for  the  defendants.     The  jury 
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found  a  verdict  in  the  affinnative.  There  waa  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  refiised.  The  case  came  on  upon  the  equity 
reserved,  and  the  hill  was  dismissed  (a).  There  waa  then  an 
appeal  from  the  order  directing  the  issue,  from  the  order  refusing 
a  new  trial,  and  from  the  decree  dismissing  the  hill.  The  report 
does  not  mention  that  any  objection  was  raised  in  the  argument 
to  an  appeal  being  entertained  from  the  decree  directing  the 
issue,  notwithstanding  the  issue  had  been  tried ;  but  there  can  be 
no  doubt  from  the  judgment  that  such  an  objection  was  brought 
forward.  Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  it  was  contended  that  the  order 
directing  the  issue  ought  not  to  have  been  made,  and  from  that 
order  the  defendants  had  also  appealed.  The  issue  was  directed 
in  March,  1822,  for  a  trial  at  the  Summer  Assizes.  The  trial 
was  delayed  until  the  following  spring,  and  upon  the  verdict 
being  found  for  the  plaintiff  an  application  was  made  for  a  new 
trial ;  and  it  was  not  till  after  that  application  had  failed,  and  a 
subsequent  delay  of  two  years,  that  the  defendants  appealed 
against  the  order  directing  the  issue.  That  they  had  taken  the 
chance  of  a  verdict  in  their  favour,  tried  the  effect  of  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  and  failing  in  both,  they  then  for  the  first  time 
objected  to  the  original  order. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  must,  however,  have  considered  the  merits  of 
the  order  directing  the  issue,  as  he  added  that  he  thought,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  there  was  no  ground  for  objecting 
to  the  order  directing  the  issue. 


% 


Question 
whether  after 
the  trial  of  an 
issue,  or  an 
action,  there 
can  be  no  ap- 
peal from  the 
decree  or  order 
directing  the 
issue  to  be 
tried,  or  the 
action  to  be 
brought. 


There  are  practitioners,  who  infer  from  two  of  the  preceding^^ 
cases,  (De  Tastet  v.  Bordenave^  as  reported  in  Jacob,  and  Gardnenmr^. 
V.  Rowe,)  that  afler  the  trial  of  an  issue,  or  an  action,  there 
be  no  appeal  from  the  decree  or  order  directing  the  issue  to 
tried,  or  the  action  to  be  brought,  and  it  must  be  admitted  than 
there  are  passages,  which  countenance  such  a  conclusion.  Tb» 
conclusion  however  is,  as  the  writer  believes,  at  variance  with  th» 
impression  of  most  of  those,  who  have  the  longest 
That  the  practice  often  occasions  much  waste  of  time  and  monej^ 
no  one  will  be  disposed  to  dispute ;  but  is  that  waste  of 
and  money  greater  than  where  there  is  an  appeal  from  a  d 
after  subsequent  proceedings  of  every  kind  extending  over 
years?  Are  proceedings  before  the  Master — are  two  or 
hearings  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report  and  upon  furth 


-Tb 


ley, 
jme 
tree 


(a)  See  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  346. 
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diTectioiis — attended  with  a  less  waste  of  money  and  time  than         1B47. 

the  trial  of  an  issue?  Mastkrman  ' 

It  will  be  remarked  that  in  the  cases,  in  which  language  is  v.  Pbicb. 
found  farouiing  the  proposition  that  there  can  be  no  appeal  from 
the  order  or  decree  directing  the  issue  or  the  action,  the  Court 
nerertheless  went  into  the  merits.  Is  not,  too,  De  Tastet  t. 
Bordenaoe^  before  Lord  Eldon,  as  reported  in  Jacob,  neutralised 
bj  his  Lordship's  decision  in  White  y.  LUle  ?  And  does  not 
Brophy  T.  Hdmes,  before  Sir  Anthony  Hart,  without  the  aid  of 
WMte  T.  LUle,  afford  a  sufficient  counterpoise  to  Gardner  v.  Bowe, 
before  Lord  Lyndhurst? 


V.  C. 

Knight  BrucCi 
1847. 
Feb. 

DAUBuz  V.  PEEL.  ^::::^rr' 

Pbbl. 

This  was  a  suit  to  execute  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  a  Decree  made 
testator^  who  had  bequeathed  his  property  for  the  benefit  Jf^iJJ^f^  ab- 
of  the  children  of  his  daughter  (an  only  child)  who  should  sentpartyundcr 

.  .  40th  General 

be  living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  his  daughter  and  order  of 
her  husband,  and  who  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  21.  ^^8^*'  ^®^^- 
The  daughter  and  her  husband  and  all  their  children,  bom 
and  living,  were  parties  to  the  suit.  But  the  will  contained 
a  direction  for  accumulation,  which  might  possibly  extend 
beyond  the  period  allowed  by  the  statute,  in  which  case  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  would  become  entitled  to  the  future 
income  so  directed  to  be  accumulated.  The  widow  was 
dead,  having  left  some  trifling  personal  estate,  and  made  a 
will  which  had  been  proved  by  the  sole  executor,  who  was 
stated  to  be  since  dead  insolvent.  None  of  the  defendants 
had  objected  by  their  answers  that  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  wife  ought  to  be  a  party,  but  some  of  the  counsel 
suggested  the  point. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  said  he  thought 
that  the  Court  might  properly  avail  itself  of  the  liberty 
given  by  the  40th  General  Order  of  August,  1841,  to 

B  B 
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^^^^        make  the  customary  decree  for  aceounts  aaviog  the  rig^ 
Daubuc  v.        of  any  personal  representative  of  the  widow  (a). 

Sir  Francis  Simphinmm^  Mr.  Cooper^  Mr.  RutselU  Mr. 
Wigramy  Mr.  Bacon^  Mr.  Lovat,  Mr.  Ebnaley,  Mr.  Ba- 
zalgette,  Mr.  Hishp  Clarke^  and  Mr.  T.  C.  Wright  were 
the  counsel  in  the  cause. 

See  Kimber  v.  Ensworth^  1  Hare,  293 ;  and  Faulkner 
V.  Daniel,  3  Hare,  199. 


Hawkiiu, 

Where  there  Sir  John  Leach   said  Walker  and  Whittaker  were  the  ex- 

pm^lati^^'  ecutors  of  a  testator,  who  died  in  Jamaica.     Both  were  dead,  and 

nor  aateti  of  an  there  was  a  suit  to  have  the  usual  accounts  of  the  testator's  estate 

Si?dSd  in-  sgsinst  the  representative  of  Whittaker.     Walker,  it  seems,  died 

debted  to  the  hirgely  indehted  to  the  testator's  estate.    But  as  to  Whittaker,  it 

aA^'  ta^ti**  ^'  ^  '  ^*  ^^  ^^"^  °^^  upon  taking  an  account  of  his  receipts  and 
of  which  the  pajrments,  that  he  was  a  large  creditor  of  the  testator's  estate. 
suit  wu  ifi^e  balance  due  from  Walker  would  be  applicable  in  satisfaction 

jectiirai  for  the  ~  ^f  ^®  balance  due  to  Whittaker.  The  representative  of  Whit- 
want  of  tnch  a    taker,  therefore,  objects  that  there  is  no  representative  of  Walker 

v^M^TOTuled.    hefore  the  Court.     But  the  bill  aUeges  that  there  is  no  repre 1 

sentative  of  Walker,  and  that  he  died  possessed  of  no  propeiljf  ^^*M  Ij 
whatever.  The  answer  does  not  deny,  although  it  does  not  admits -^.gjil 
this  allegation.  Besides,  it  is  admitted  that  the  representative  ofr^ 
Whittaker  instituted  a  suit  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Jamai( 
to  have  the  amount  due  from  Walker  to  the  testator's  estate 
certained,  but  to  which  suit  no  full  administrator  of  Walker,  bat. 
a  mere  administrator  ad  litem,  was  a  party.  In  that  suit  thi 
Master  reported  a  sum  of  5000/.  to  be  coming  from  the  estate  om 
Walker  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  no  fiirther  prooeedingr^^ 
were  taken.  Must  it  not  be  assumed  from  this  proceeding  tha^ 
there  are  no  assets  of  Walker  available  for  the  payment  of  anj^Mr^^^nj 
part  of  this  debt  ?    When  a  suit  is  brought  for  the  administratio^^^-^^ 

(a)  If  a  defendant  shall,  at  the  cription  the  parties  to  whom 

hearing  of  a  cause,  object  that  a  objection  applies,  the  Court  (if 

suit    is    defective    for    want    of  shall  think  fit)  shall  bs  at  libtft 

parties,  not  having  by  plea  or  to    make   a   decree    saving   th^ci:^ 

answer  taken  the  objection,  and  rights  of  the  absent  parties, 

therein  specified  by  name  or  des-  Ord.  176. 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY.  367 

of  a  testator^s  estate,  and  there  is  ndither  representatiye  nor  assets         ^8^7. 

of  an  executor,  who  has  died  indebted  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  daubu»». 
sn  oh|ect]on  on  aoooont  of  the  absence  of  such  representatiye  Pbbl. 
cnmot  pmrail.    MUet  v.  Hawkins,  V.  C.  Feb.  1826. 


FarquharwHm 

This  objection  for  want  of  parties  is  technical.     But  it  is  one  a  defendant 

which,  according  to  the  practice,  must  have  prevailed,  and  the  <»^o*  object 

«  1  1    .  ^  -  that  a  person 

came  most  hare  stood  over  but  for  one  arcumstance.     It  appears  ought  to  be  a 

however  that  the  defendant  has  examined  the  party,  of  whose  P*^'  whom  he 
absence  he  complains,  as  a  witness.     This  estops  the  defendant.  ^  ^  witness. 


objection  cannot  be  listened  to.  I  am  of  opinion  that  a 
defendant  cannot  be  heard  to  object  that  a  person  ought  to  be  a 
party,  whom  he  has  considered  to  have  so  little  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  suit,  that  he  has  availed  himself  of  his  depositions. 
Bcwden  v.  F&rqukarsony  V.  C.  November,  1622. 


Willit  v. 

Hurhck. 

Sir  John  Leach   said  no  question  can  arise  now  as  to  the  Administrator 
rights  of  the  personal  representative.     It  is  clear,  however,  that  bJoujSt  before 
in  his  absence  the  suit  cannot  proceed  in  the  Master's  office,  nor  the  Master, 
be  heard  on  further  directions.     It  signifies  not  that  his  interest 
is  small  and  remote.     He  would  not  be  affected  bj  whatever  might 
be  done,  and  he  might  file  a  new  bill.     Some  one  had  better 
procure  letters  of  administration  ad  litem,  and  undertake  to  be 
bound  as  if  he  was  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  then  he  may  attend 
the  Master  and  be  present  at  the  further  directions.     Willis  v. 
Hurlock,  V.  C.  June,  1822. 

See  page  41,  ante,  in  the  note. 


ForUicue  v. 
Bamett, 

Hie  defendant  had  assigned  to  the  plamtiff  a  policy  of  as-  Unless  the 

nnrance  for  a  sum  payable  on  defendant's  death,  upon  trust  for  ^^2St  SSJ? 

his  the  defendant's  sister,  Mrs.  White  and  her  children.     The  the  relief 

polieT  havinjr  remained  in  the  defendant's  custody,  and  no  notice  ^^i^^*  *^«y 
%     '       ,    ^   .  ,       «.         1^      ,  i.     1  ij        -I  are  necessary 

having  been  given  to  the  office,  the  defendant  sold  and  surren-  parties  to  a  suit 

dered  the  policy  to  the  office  and  applied  the  proceeds  to  his  own  ^^J^?"^"^^ 

use.     The  bill  was  to  make  the  defendant  Uable  for  his  breach  of  ^^^ 

trust.     A  demurrer  was  put  in  upon  the  ground  that  Mrs.  White  Obsenrationson 

and  hCT  diildren  ought  to  be  parties.    Franco  v.  Franco,  3  Vesey,  j^y.^,!^  3  y^^ 

75,  was  cited  to  show  that  the  suit  was  properly  brought  by  the  75. 

plamtiff,  die  trustee  alone.    The  Vice-chancellor  said  that  where 

BB  2 
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^847.  the  relief  sought  by  the  trustee  was  such  as  the  cestui  que  trusts 
Daubvz  v.  ^^^^  ^^^  entitled  to,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  latter  ought  to 
Pbbl.  be  parties.    To  be  sure  a  trustee,  who  had  misconducted  himself, 

could  not  expect  much  indulgence.  But  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Court  to  take  care  that  litigation  should  not  be  unnecessarily 
increased.  Suppose  he  should  determine  that  the  cestui  que 
trusts  were  not  necessary  parties,  the  consequence  would  be  that 
they  would  be  at  liberty  to  file  another  bill.  Now  if  they  filed 
another  bill  they  could  ask  no  relief,  at  least  against  the  present 
defendant,  which  was  not  asked  against  him  by  the  bill  now  on 
the  file.  Of  what  use  then  would  another  bill  be  ?  It  was  true 
there  were  cases  of  breaches  of  trust,  in  which  it  had  been  held 
that  the  cestui  que  trusts  need  not  be  parties.  But  it  would  be 
found  that  in  those  cases  relief  was  sought,  which  fit)m  the 
peculiar  circumstances  the  cestui  que  trusts  themselves  could  not 
have  had.  Franco  v.  Franco  was  a  case  of  that  kind.  He  had 
frequently  noticed  that  it  had  been  misunderstood.  There  the 
plaintiff  had  permitted  the  defendant,  both  being  trustees,  to  sell 
out  the  trust  fund,  and  the  defendant  had  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  by  way  of  security  to  surrender  a  copyhold  estate  am 
to  convey  other  estates.  The  object  of  the  bill  was  that  thii^, 
agreement  should  be  performed,  unless  the  trust  fund 
replaced.  It  was  plain  this  was  an  agreement,  which  the  cesti 
que  trusts  could  not  enforce.  They  could  not  call  upon  th». 
defendant  to  surrender  the  copyhold  estate  and  convey  the  oth( 
estates  unless  the  trust  fund  were  replaced.  There  was  a  cl< 
distinction  between  Franco  v.  Franco  and  the  present  case, 
cestui  que  trusts  might  indeed  have  a  right  to  contend  that  tl 
plaintiff  was  in  some  degree  liable  for  having  left  the  policy 
the  defendant's  hands,  and  for  not  having  given  notice  to  tl 
office ;  but  to  make  the  plaintiff  liable  a  separate  bill  must  bV 
filed.  None  however  had  been  filed,  nor  was  it  suggested  th* 
any  would  be  filed.  What  might  be  the  result  of  such  a 
tention  on  the  part  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  it  was  not  requisite  r 
consider.  The  possibility  of  such  a  contention  was  not  a 
for  proceeding  in  a  suit,  like  that  before  him,  in  the  absence  of  tBT:*  the 
cestui  que  trusts.  Looking  at  the  frame  of  the  bill,  and  seeii»-^^"'^ 
that,  so  far  as  regarded  the  defendant,  the  prayer  of  the  bill 
the  same  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  by 
cestui  que  trusts,  he  thought  that  the  latter  most  be  before  tHT-^ie 
Court.  He  took  the  rule  to  be  this,  that  unless  the  relief  sougC"'^^ 
was,  from  some  peculiar  arrangement  between  the  plaintiff  and  t^^^ 
defendant,  or  other  circumstance,  such  as  the  cestui  que  tTUi^-^ 
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could  not  themielves  haye,  they  were  necessary  parties  to  a  suit  1847. 
for  making  good  the  trust  fund.  Fortescue  v.  Bamett,  V.  C.  DAUBui  « 
January,  1833.  Pbbl. 


"~""~""  Munoz  V. 

Sir  John  Leach  said — According  to  your  bill,  persons  who  are  not  Demuner 
parties  to  the  suit  may  possibly  have  an  interest  in  the  accounts  "l^^^cd,  is 
prayed  by  it.      It  is  very  probable  that  circumstances  exist,  were  not 
which,  if  stated,  would  show  that  such  persons  have  no  interest ;  P>i^>  might 
but  those  circumstances  should  be  brought  forward.     The  general  ^Hin/'to^e 
rule  in  questions  of  pleading  is  that  everything  should  be  con-  l>iUf  have  an 
strued  in  the  manner  the  least  favourable  to  the  pleader.     If  the  Jl^'StrawISl. 
bill  be  equivocal,  the  plaintiff  and  not  the  defendant  should 
suffer.     If  it  contains  what  may  be  explained,  and  what  never- 
theless is  not  explained,  the  plaintiff  must  take  the  consequences. 
The  demurrer  for  want  of  parties  must  be  allowed.     Munoz  v.  De 
Tasteti  V.  C.  January,  1826. 


— —  WadnoH  v. 

Budge, 

The  biU  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  A  creditor, 

the  other  creditors  of  an  intestate.     It  appeared  that  the  adminis-  ?^8?  *  biU  <)ii 

*  *  behalf  of  him* 

trator  was  dead,  and  that  the  only  defendant  was  the  adminis-  self  and  other 

trator  de  bonis  non.     Upon  an  objection  being  made  that  the  creditors,  can- 
personal  representative  of  the  deceased  administrator  ought  to  be  account  against 
a  party,  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  waive  any  account  against  the  the  estate  of 
estate  of  the  deceased  administrator.     But  Sir  John  Leach  said  i,^^  ^y^^  ^^ 
that  he  could  only  do  that  if  he  sued  on  his  own  behalf— on  ministntorof 
behalf  of  no  other  person.     That  he  was   suing  on  behalf  of     ®  debtor, 
himself  and  others,  all  of  whom  had  an  equal  interest.     That  he 
had  no  authority  to  waive  the  account  as  he  proposed.     The 
cause  must  stand  over,  and  a  personal  representative  of  the 
deceased  administrator  must  be  made  a  defendant.     JFadeson  v. 
Rudffe,  V.  C.  November,  1822. 

CioWtBV, 

WUdmore  amd 

another. 
There  was  a  trust  created  by  the  defendant  Wildmore  to  apply  Where  the 

a  certain  yearly  sum  towards  the  liquidation  of  his  debts,  the  ^®™^  *•  called 

-  .  upon  to  execute 

creditors  being  numerous,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  to  himself,  a  trust,  in  which 

The  defendant  Wildmore  had  incumbered  his  interest  subject  to  a  numerous 

cl&ss  18  in» 
the  yearly  sum  for  liquidating  his  debts  ;  and  this  was  a  suit  by  terested,  the 

die  plaintiff,  the  incumbrancer,  against  the  defendant  Wildmore,  general  rule  is 
and  the  co-defendant  his  trustee,  to  make  the  plaintiff's  incum-  ^^  heV^n^m 

brance  available.    Sir  John  Leach  said  that  one  at  least  of  the  to  the  class 

must  be  a 
party. 
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1M7.         craditon  entiUed  to  tbe  benefit  of  die  tnoft 


Daubos  v.         *^^^  ^^  ^'^^  *  8^>>c'*I  nil^  ^1>^  wlicve  there  k 
PsBL«  interested,  some  person  belonging  to  the  dns 

C/lovet  T.  WiUmore,  V.  C.  Mar,  1823. 


ford. 

The  Govt  win        A  Mrs.  Hale  being  entitled  to  m  pnwinn  out  of  the  Bombtj 

'^I^^^Jf^^  ^^  Fond,  created  an  incuiubnuice  opoa  it  in  fimNor  of  the 

abfcoce  of  the  plaintiff.     This  pension  was  paid  to  Mia.  Hale  hj  the  dcfendaoi^ 

partj  mMj,  or  as  the  agent  of  the  tmstees  of  the  ftmd.     Mia.  Hale  was  out  of 

even  prlad- 

paDj,  to  be  aC    ^  jurisdiction.     The  bill  was  filed  to  gifeeflect  to  the  plaintiff's 

^eUd  hj  the      incnmbranoe.     At  the  hearinir  of  the  caoae  it  was  aaid  that  the 

regulations  of  the  fond  did  not  permit  of  aaj  Talid  iBCiimbianee» 

and  that  at  all  events  sodi  a  qoestioo  ooold  not  be  discnssed  in 

the  absence  of  Mrs.  Hale.     Sir  C.  Pepys  aaid  that  3irs.  Hak 

was  the  only  person  beneficiallj  interested  in  the  qncstioii,  and 

she  was  abroad.     The  defendant  was  a  mere  trustee.     It  was 

a  general  rule  of  the  Court  not  to  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the    ^ 

party  solely,  or  even  prindpallj,  to  be  affected  bj  the  decree.  « 

Ljfde  y.  Crawford,  M.  B.  May,  1835. 

Acts  of  Parliament  and  General  Orders  have  left  few  oppor — ^ 

tunities  of  applying  cases  belonging  to  this  class. 


TrmtekMrdyr,  

Ftmek. 

Creditors  file  a  A  father  being  indebted  to  bis  children  executed  a  deed 
^deS'^ecSed  ™^  *^  ^^  personal  property  to  a  trustee  upon  trust  to  sell  th^jazC-Jthc 
bj  the  debtor,  same  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  pay  the  children  their  debts^^^ots, 
"I»»\*™«**o  and  then  to  divide  the  surplus  amongst  the  children.  Th.^zi*:nM 
owing  to  his  children  were  not  parties  to  the  deed.  The  £Uher*s  creditorrx^^^^^ 
children,  and  filed  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  deed  as  fraudulent.  At  the  heaiin^^iK^^ 
plus  amongst'  ^^  ^^®  cause  an  objection  was  taken  that  the  children  were  noD-c^a^  no 
them ;  but  to  defendants.  In  answer  to  this  objection,  Waboyn  t.  Ckmtti,  •  «'^>  * 
c^^t^m""  Mer.  707 ;  S.  C.  3  Sim.  14,  and  Garrard  y.  I^rd  LauderdalmS^^^^ 
no  parties.  The  3  Sim.  1,  were  referred  to.  Sir  C.  Pepys  said  it  was  vei  m^:^"^^, 
thdelsTi^ed  P*^^*^^®  *^*^  *^®  children  had  no  interest  under  the  deed,  Ic  *  A  \ 
to  proceed  in  question  in  the  caiise,  to  which  they  could  give  effect  by  any  su^a:''^  mu 
^  SuSra.^^    ^^  ^^^^  °^'     ^^*  although  that  might  be  his  opinion  he  dgJB>      di( 

not  think  that  it  ought  to  be  expressed  in  their  absence.  Tkf^T^ 
cases  were  very  numerous  in  which  the  Court  required  tba^^-^^^ 
persons  should  be  present,  although  a  very  little  discnssion  migfjsg-^^^ 
suffice  to  dispose  of  their  daim.  It  was  often  dangerous  *  ^  ^ 
dispose  of  the  claim  of  a  party,  however,  apparently  in£tio^:^'^oaat 
foundation,  without  hearing  what  might  be  said  on  his  liLi^w  mnlf. 
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He  had  known  cases  in  which  it  had  been  detennined  that  parties         1847. 
were  entitled,  notwithstanding  emment  counsel  had  giren  opinions  DAUBui  v 
that  it  was  almost  hopeless  to  expect  that  any  arguments  could  p«bl. 
be  brought  forward  in  their  favour.     Here  was  a  trust  deed  for 
the  benefit  of  the  debtor's  children,  who  appeared  to  be  his 
creditors.     After  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts  the  surplus  was 
to  be  divided  amongst  them.    The  children  were  no  parties  to 
the  deed.     It  did  not  occur  to  him  that  they  could  take  any 
steps  to  carry  the  deed  into  execution.     However,  the  father's 
creditors  having  filed  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  deed  as  fraudulent,  the 
Court  must  decline  to  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  children. 
Trenehardy.  Finch,  M.  R.  May,  1835. 


Briieo  V.  Km^ 

riek. 

This  was  a  bill  of  foreclosure  and  an  objection  was  taken  for  Although  prior 

want  of  parties.     It  appeared  that  there  were  fifteen  mortgagees,  '"^^rj^ISt" 

and  seventeen  judgment  creditors,  none  of  whom  were  defendants,  sabtequent  in- 

Sir  John  Leach  said  there  was  a  decision  of  the  Vice- Chancellor,  c«njlw»n««» 

(anleis  so 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  make  a  prior  mortgagee  a  defendant  nmneitMis  u  to 

to  a  bill  of  foreclosure  filed  by  a  subsequent  mortgagee  {Rose  v.  ^^^  i*  •l*®- 

Pi^e,  2  Sim.  471).     In  the  case  to  which  he  alluded  it  was  foible)  axe— " 

admitted  that  there  was  no  authority  upon  the  subject,  but  it  was  necessary 

said   that  convenience  required   that   such    a    bill    should    be  fore^^siff^suit 

supported ;  and  that  all  the  subsequent  incumbrancers  had  taken 

subject  to  the  first  mortgage  and  therefore  they  dealt  on   the 

footing  that  there  were  securities  [prior  to  their  own]  on  the 

equity  of  redemption.     That  decision  was  an  innovation.     The 

old  rule  was  that  all  incumbrancers,  without  regard  to  the  dates 

of  their  securities,  ought  to  be  defendants  to  a  bill  of  foreclosure, 

^nd  thus  complete  justice  was  done,  and  the  multiplicity  of  suits, 

^liat  probably  would  be  the  result  of  such  a  proceeding  in  their 

^^sence,  was  avoided.     That  seemed  to  be   the  inconvenience 

<l^;aiiist  which  the  rule  was  intended  to  guard.     In  the  case  of 

mortgagees  there  was  no  interest  in  the  accounts,  and  the 

estate  could  not  be  affected  to  their  prejudice.     The  general 

olject  of  the  rule,  therefore,  must  be  simply  to  insure  complete 

ixistice  and  to  prevent  suits  being  needlessly  multiplied.     But 

^ras  there  not  other  ground  besides  this  inconvenience  for  making 

^^nhsequent  mortgagees  parties?     There  was   not  merely  the 

i^mconyenience  that  their  absence  would  give  occasion  to  multipli« 

oity  of  suits  and  prevent  complete  justice.     They  had  a  right  to 

v^deem.     They  had  an  interest  in  the  accounts.    The  legal  estate 

ixiight  change  hands  to  their  prejudice.     To  suffer  proceedings  of 
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1847.  this  kind  to  take  place  behind  their  backs  would  be  to  hold  thit 
Daubuz  V  ^^  ^^^  *  ®^^  those  principles^  upon  which  the  Court  acts  with 
Pbkl.  reference  to  questions  of  parties,  do  not  apply.    This  he  could  not 

think  right  nor  expedient.  Upon  the  whole  he  should  follow  the 
decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  as  to  the  prior  incumbrancers. 
He  should  hold  that  they  need  not  be  defendants.  But  although 
prior  incumbrancers  are  not — he  must  hold  that  subsequent 
incumbrancers  (unless  so  numerous  as  to  render  it  impracticable, 
which  did  not  appear  to  be  the  present  case)  are — ^necessary 
parties  to  a  foreclosure  suit.  Brisco  t.  Kenrick,  M.  R.  December, 
1832. 


Briieo  v.  JTw-  ' 

riek. 

Question  where       In  the  same  case  Sir  John  Leach  said  there  might  be  grounds, 

the  mortg«g<)r     besides  the  mere  number  of  the  subsequent  incumbrancers,  for 

has  created  in-  . 

teiests  in  the      dispensing  with  the  rule  that  they  must  be  parties  to  a  suit  for 

h^'^^Sh^  f"  foreclosure.  That  the  rules  of  the  Court  were  for  the  attainment 
order  to  em-  of  justice ;  and  that  where  there  was  an  attempt  to  defeat  justice 
barrass  the  pro-  by  means  of  those  rules  the  Court  would  not  hesitate  to  relax  them. 
mortgi«ee.         Suppose  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  knowing  of  the 

rule  as  to  making  all  incumbrancers  parties,  dealt  with  the  equity 
of  redemption  in  order  to  perplex  the  mortgagee.  Suppose  he 
created  numerous  and  complicated  interests  so  as  to  render  it 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  bring  before  the  Court  the  persons, 
who  had  acquired  those  interests — would  the  Court  suffer  justice 
thus  to  be  defeated  by  means  of  its  oikh  rule  ?  He  thought  not 
The  Court  would  know  what  to  do  should  a  mortgagor  create 
interests  in  the  equity  of  redemption  in  order  to  embarrass  the 
proceedings  of  the  mortgagee.  Brisco  v.  Kenrick,  M.  R.  De- 
cember, 1832. 


Litier  v. 
Meadovfcro/i, 

As  upon  an  ob-       There  was  a  demurrer  ore  tenus  for  want  of  parties  allowed, 

jection  for  want  ^hen  application  was  made  for  leave  to  amend.     Sir  John  Leach 
of  parties  at  the      ..     /^^  _.  ,  _  .in  « 

hearing— 80        said,  that  accordmg  to  the  modem  practice  he  could  not  refuse  to 

upon  a  demur,  the  plaintiff  the  opportimity  of  remedying  the  defect  in  his  bill, 

want  of  parties  That  if  he  clearly  saw  that  the  presence  of  the  parties,  whose 

— being  allow-  absence  was  the  cause  of  the  demurrer  ore  tenus,  would  be  of  no 

ticTof  tbe™^"  "^^ — ^^*^  there  was  no  equity  in  the  case — then  the  permission 

Court  entitles     to  amend  the  bill  would  be  properly  withheld.     That  as  upon  an 

the  plaintiff  to 

an  order  that  the  cause  shall  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  amend 

by  adding  parties,  unless  the  facts  of  the  case  be  such  as 

to  satisfy  the  Court  that  no  relief  could  be  given  were  such 

parties  present. 


■\ 
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objecdon  for  want  of  parties  at  the  hearing,  so  upon  a  demurrer         1847. 

ore  tenus  for  want  of  parties,  being  allowed,  the  practice  of  the  d^ubue  v. 

Court  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  an  order  that  the  cause  should  Pekl. 

stand  over  with  liberty  to  amend  bj  adding  parties ;  imless  the 

tuiB  of  the  case  were  such  as  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  no  relief 

could  be  given,  were  such  parties  present.   Lister  t.  Mecuhwcro/t, 

V.  C.  June,  1824. 

See  before,  pages  39 — 41,   early  authorities  for  the  course 

taken  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  Tyler  v.  Bell,  2  ISIyl.  &  Cr.  89. 

Reynold*  v. 

Dick90H, 
Sir  John  Leach  said  there  were  many  objections  for  want  of  Coune  where 

parties,  which  could  not  be  stated  by  the  answer.     A  death,  the  objection 

a  birth,  a  bankruptcy,  an  insolvency  and  other  events  might  have  parties,  being 

occurred  since  the  answer  was  sworn.     In  such  cases  the  Court  one  which 

gave  credit  to  the  instructions  of  counsel.     But  if  the  counsel  for  ^^  ^"     ^^ 

the  plaintiff  questioned  the  accuracy  of  the  instructions  the  Court  answer,  wit 

would  send  the  matter  to  the  Master  for  inquiry.     That  was  the  th^plaintitrJ 

correct  course  when  the  objection  for  want  of  parties,  being  one  counsel. 
which  could  not  appear  upon  the  answer,  was  questioned  by  the 
pUdntifi^s  counsel.     Reynolds  v.  Dickson,  V.  C.  February,  1823. 


,  .  Attorney" 

At  the  heanng  of  this  information  filed  against  the  trustees  of  General  y. 

a  charity  to  make  them  liable  for  certain  breaches  of  trust,  an  ^^J'Hf  Cbr- 

*  .  porattonand 

objection  was  taken  that  the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased  othen. 

trustee,  who  had  participated  in  such  breaches  of  trust,  was  not  a  Question  upon 

defendant.    Sir  John  Leach  overruled  the  objection,  observing  that  /^^^^^f'^iv 

both  Lord    Hardwicke   and    Lord    Eldon    had    decided    that  General  Orders 

surviving  trustees  might  be  proceeded  against  without  the  repre-  ?« j\"???*V  • 

aentatives  of  others  implicated  in   the  same  breach  of  trust,  suit  against 

There  was  an  appeal,  which  was  heard  by  Lord  Brougham,  when  trustee**  the 

the  want  of  the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased  trustee  sentative ofa  * 

was  urged  as  a  preliminary  objection ;  and  after  some  argument  deceased  tnis- 

the  counsel  for  the  relators  undertook  to  bring  such  repre-  participated  in 

tentative  before  the  Court  if  it  should  be  necessary.     Lord  the  breaches  of 

Brougham  in  giving  judgment  upon  the  appeal  said,  he  had  con-  ;^of  the'suit 

mdered  that  point,  and  upon  the  whole  he  thought  the  suit  could  was  not  a  party. 
not  be  safely  proceeded  with  without  having  such  representative 
before  the  Court  according  to  the  undertaking,  and  therefore  he 
must  be  made  a  party.  No  representative  of  the  deceased  trustee 
was,  however,  brought  before  the  Court,  the  defendants  with- 
drawing their  objection.  Attorney  General  v.  Newbury  Cor- 
poraUan,  M.  R.  July,  1830,  L.  C.  May,  1831. 
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^ . 

Daubvc  v. 
Pbel. 


See  Attorney-General  t.  Newbury  Ccrpcratiem,  1  G.  P.  Coop. 
78  and  the  note  there.  See  also  in  the  same  volume  page  507.—* 
Supposed  doctrine  of  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  £3doii,  that 
surviving  trustees  may  he  proceeded  against  without  the  repre- 
sentatives of  others  implicated  in  the  same  hreach  of  trust.  See 
also  further  remarks,  page  ibid.  674. 

See  now  the  32nd  General  Order  of  August,  1841 . — That  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  a  joint  and  several  demand  against 
several  persons,  either  as  principals  or  sureties,  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  to  bring  before  the  Court  as  parties  to  a  suit  oonoeming 
such  demand,  all  the  persons  Uable  thereto,  but  the  plaintiff  maj 
proceed  against  one  or  more  of  the  persons  severally  liable. 
Beav.  Ord.  174. 

The  following  are  the  principal  decisions  upon  this  order: 
Perry  v.  Knott,  5  Beav.  293;  Kellaway  v.  Johnson,  ibid.  319; 
Allan  V.  Houlden,  6  Beav.  148 ;  Lloyd  v.  Smith,  13  Sim.  457 « 
Attorney 'General  v.  Leicester  Corporation,  7  Beav.  1/6  ;  Bigge 
V.  Pain,  4  Hare,  469  ;  and  Shipton  v.  Rawlins,  ibid,  619. 


Slougham  v. 

The  Ck>urt, 
upon  a  cause 
being  tdjjourn. 
edwithUberty 
to  amend  by 
adding  parties, 
ordered  the 
plaintiff  to  pay 
to  the  defend- 
ant a  fixed  sum 
for  costs. 


An  objection  was  taken  for  want  of  parties  and  prevailed. 
The  circumstances  were  such  that  it  was  considered  that  the  costs 
of  the  day,  at  that  time  51.  only,  would  not  be  sufficient  to 
indemnify  the  defendant,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  hearing  would 
be  more  than  sufficient  to  indemnify  the  defendant  for  the 
expense  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  put  him  by  bringing  on  the 
cause.  Sir  John  Leach  said,  he  should  order  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
to  the  defendant  a  fixed  sum — a  mean  between  the  costs  of  the 
day  and  the  probable  costs  of  the  hearing.  It  was  not  usual, 
but  he  conceived  that  he  had  full  authority  to  do  it  where  the 
plaintiff  asked  that  the  cause  might  be  adjourned,  and  that  he 
might  be  at  liberty  to  amend  by  adding  parties,  SUmgham  v. 
Famside,  V.  C.  November,  1822. 

See  now  the  123rd  of  the  General  Orders  of  May,  1845. 
Upon  interlocutory  appUcations  where  the  Court  deems  it  proper 
to  award  costs  to  either  party,  the  Court  may  by  the  order  direct 
payment  of  a  sum  in  gross  in  Hen  of  taxed  costs,  and  direct  by 
and  to  whom  such  sum  in  gross  is  to  be  paid.     Beav.  Ord.  334. 
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Hie  UU  was  to  haTe  legacies  ndaed  out  of  real  estate.    The         1847> 
nin  had  grren  two  weekfy  pt^nnents  (of  3«.  and  28.  6d.),  and  the  Daubds  v. 


qinestkm  was  whether  the  annmtants  must  not  be  parties.     Sir  Pkbl. 
John  Leach  said  that  if  these  weekly  payments  were  prior  incum-  Garrati  \, 
braaoes,  there  would  be  no  necessity  that  the  annmtants  should  ^^JZ' 
be  defendants.    But  the  legacies  and  these  smaU  annuities  were  real  estates  wiUi 
equally  charges  upon  the  estate.     The  legatees  were  as  much  legacies,  and 
entitled  to  hare  their  legacies  paid  as  the  annuitants  were  entitled  annuities,  the 


to  leceire  their  weekly  sums.  The  Court  required  that  all  annmtants  must 
persons,  whose  rights  under  the  will  were  such  that  there  must  guif  for  nd^K 
be  an  abatement  if  the  estate  were  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  their  the  legacies. 
entire  charges,  should  be  parties.  The  reason  was  obvious. 
The  Court  could  not  undertake  itself  to  protect  the  interests 
ot  absent  parties.  It  could  not  undertake  to  see  their  share  of 
the  proceeds  of  a  sale  or  mortgage  set  apart,  or  to  see  that  any 
sale  or  mortgage,  that  might  be  made,  should  be  subject  to  their 
charges.  The  parties  must  be  present  and  look  afier  this  them- 
selves. In  the  present  case  the  sale  or  mortgage  would  no  doubt 
be  made  subject  to  these  small  payments ;  but  the  annuitants 
ought  to  be  here  and  themselves  ascertain  that  this  was  done. 
In  settling  the  terms  of  the  deed  under  which  the  legacies  were 
to  be  raised,  it  was  obvious  questions  might  arise  not  unimportant 
to  them.  For  instance,  in  case  of  default  in  payment  of  the 
weekly  sums,  should  any  and  what  powers  be  given  them  ?  A 
power  of  distress,  although  not  given  by  the  will,  might  perhaps 
be  implied  (a).  But  might  they  not  contend  that  all  doubt  on 
that  point  should  be  removed?  A  little  reflection  would  show 
why  in  a  case,  like  the  present,  the  rule  of  the  Court  as  to  parties 
could  not  be  safely  relaxed.  The  bill  must  be  amended  by 
making  the  annuitants  defendants.  Garratt  v.  Hayter,  M.  R. 
February,  1831. 

The  30th  of  the  General  Orders  of  August,  1841,  has  rendered 
some,  but  by  no  means  all,  cases  of  this  class  useless  to  the 
practitioner.  By  that  order  in  all  suits  concerning  real  estate 
which  is  vested  in  trustees  by  devise,  and  such  trustees  are 
competent  to  sell  and  give  discharges,  they  are  to  represent  the 
persona  beneficially  interested  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 

(a)  In  Wittiamt  v.  Bown,  1  C.  nuity  on  the  premises  subject  to 

P.  Coop.  360,  (see  the  note,  ibid,  it  would  be  implied,    although 

page  363,)  it  was  assumed  that  a  the  will  contained  no  clause  of 

power  of  distraining  for  the  an-  distress. 
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Daubvz  9, 
Peel. 


same  extent,  as  the  executors  or  administrators,  in  suits  conoenung 
personal  estate,  represent  the  persons  benefidallj  interested  m 
such  personal  estate,  and  the  persons  henefidallj  interested  in 
such  real  estate  need  not  he  made  parties,  but  the  Court  may  on 
the  hearing  order  such  persons  to  be  made  parties. — ^BesT. 
Ord.  173. 

The  principal  decisions  upon  this  order  are  Turner  y,  Hvut, 
12  Sim.  414  ;  May  ▼.  SMy,  1  Yo.  &  Coll.  C.  C.  235 ;  Lloyd  i. 
Smith,  13  Sim.  457 ;  Miller  v.  HuddUeton,  ibid.  467 ;  OsbomeY, 
Foreman,  2  Hare,  656 ;  Wilton  v.  Jones,  2  To.  &  Coll.  C.  C. 
244  ;  and  Savory  v.  Barber,  4  Hare,  125. 


The  equity  draughtsman  is  not  likely  to  forget  that  now  by  the 
39th  General  Order  of  August,  1841,  where  the  defendant  by  his 
answer  suggests  that  the  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parties,  and 
the  plaintiff  does  not  set  the  cause  down  for  argument  upon  that 
objection,  but  proceeds  to  a  hearing  notwithstanding  the  objection, 
he  is  not,  if  the  objection  shall  then  be  allowed,  entitled  as  of 
course  to  an  order  for  liberty  to  amend  his  bill  by  adding 
parties,  but  the  Court,  if  it  thinks  fit,  is  at  liberty  to  dismiss  the 
bill.    Beav.  Ord.  175,  176. 

A  note  to  the  case  of  Watte  y.  Lord  Eglinton,  ante,  p.  43, 
shows  that  this  practice  is  not  altogether  new. 


V.  C.  Wigram, 
1847. 
Feb. 

Dresser  v. 
Morton. 

Proceedings 
under  the  76th 
General  Orders 
of  May,  1845, 
to  take  the  bill 
pro  confesso, 
unaffected  by 
the  circum- 


DRESSER  V.  MORTON. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  Wigram  said  that  the  proceedings^ 

take  the  bill  pro  confesso,  authorised  by  the  General  Orti-^^ 

lift* 


of  May,  1845,  were  independent  of  the  Act  regarding 
mitments  for  contempts  and  the  taking  bills  pro  con 
A  plaintiff  might,  under  the  76th  of  those  orders  at 
stance  that  the   time  within  three  weeks  after  the  execution  of  a  wri 

defendant  has  .  _  ^     .  ,  i       i  i.      <• 

not  been  attachment  for  want  of  answer,  cause  the  defendant  to^ 


y 

be 


bar"rf\he^  *  *®    served  with  a  notice  of  motion  to  be  made  on  some  day    ^^^ 


Court  within 

the  time  mentioned  in  rule  5,  section  15,  of 

the  Act  of  1 1  Geo.  IV.  and  1  WUl.  IV.  c.  36. 
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less  than  three  weeks  after  the  day  of  such  service,  that        W47^ 
the  bill  might  be  taken  pro  confesso  against  such  defendant,  Drxssbr  «. 
and  the  Court,  if  it  so  thought  fit,  might  order  the  bill  to  M®»™^- 
be  taken  pro  confesso  against  such  defendant :  and  these 
proceedings  would  be  unaffected  by  the  circumstance  that 
the  defendant  had  not  been  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court 
within  the  time  mentioned  in  Rule  5,  sect.  15  of  the  Act. 
The  only  result  of  the  omission  to  bring  the  defendant  to 
the  bar  of  the  Court  was,  that  the  defendant  must  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody  without  payment  by  him  of  the 
costs  of  contempt. 

Mr.  Cooper^  Mr.  Walker^  and  Mr.  Anderson  were  the 
counsel  in  the  case. 


In  1  C.  P.  Coop.  346 — 357,  all  the  cases  reported  at 
the  time  when  those  pages  went  to  press  upon  such  parts 
of  the  11  Geo.  IV.  and  1  Will.  IV.  c.  36,  for  altering  and 
amending  the  law  regarding  commitments  by  courts  of 
equity  for  contempt,  and  the  taking  bills  pro  confesso  as 
are  not  re-enactments  of  the  Act  5  Geo.  II.  c.  25,  are 
abstracted  and  arranged. 

The  practitioner  will  also  find  there  notes  taken  from 
the  author's  MSS.  of  the  following  cases  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  the  11  Geo.  IV.  and  1  Will.  IV.  c.  36.  Rule 
2 — Jervis  v.  Browning,  V.  C.  Nov.  1838.  Rule  5 — Duddiiig 
V.  Smith,  V.  C.  March,  1835  ;  Merest  v.  Dunn,  V.  C. 
April,  1837.  Rule  7— Hoddery.  Harris,  L.  C.  Nov.  1830 ; 
Anon.  L.  C.  Nov.  25,  1837 ;  Long  v.  Rowley,  L.  C.  Nov. 
1837 ;  Pitjield  v.  Gell,  L.  C.  Nov.  1837.  Rule  15— Cutler 
V.  Conde,  L.  C.  Dec.  1836.  Rule  17 — Hodder  v.  Harris, 
L.  C.  Nov.  1830;  Anon.  L.  C.  Nov.  1837;  Pitjield  v. 
Gell,  Ex  parte  Champneys,  L.  C.  Nov.  1837 ;  Pitjield  v. 
Gell,  L.  C.  Nov.  1837. 
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HiNDLB  9. 

Dakins. 

Proper  oonne 
for  purchiser  at 
tale  before  the 
Master,  where 
there  18  unex- 
pected delay  in 
miAdng  out  the 
title,  and  the 
purchaser  is 
desirous  of  re- 
lieving himself 
from  die  pay- 
ment of  in- 
terest. 


HINDLE  9.  DAKINS. 

Lord  Cottenham  said  that  where  by  the  cooditionB  oi  sale 
approved  of  by  the  Master,  the  sale  was  to  be  completed, 
the  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid,  and  possession  was  to 
be  given  to  the  purchaser  at  stipulated  times,  and  the 
purchaser  was  to  pay  interest  on  his  purchase  money  frooi 
the  time  stipulated  for  the  payment ;  and  there  was  any 
unexpected  delay  in  making  out  the  title;  and  the  pur- 
chaser, having  his  money  ready  and  unproductive,  was 
desirous  of  relieving  himself  from  the  payment  of  interest, 
his  proper  course  was  to  make  a  special  application  for 
liberty  to  pay  the  purchase  money  into  court,  notwith- 
standing the  investigation  of  the  title  was  not  complete: 
and  the  Court  would  direct  the  purchase  money  to  be  laid 
out  in  Consols,  and  the  dividends  also  when  they  should 
amount  to  a  competent  sum :  without  prejudice,  however, 
to  any  question  as  to  the  rents  of  the  estate  and  to  the 
interest  on  the  purchase  money.  The  Court  would,  how- 
ever, rarely  sanction  any  departure  from  the  rule  that  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  into  court  is  an  accept- 
ance of  the  title. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  Mr.  Cooper^  Mr.  Girdlestone,  and  Mr. 
Chandless,  were  the  counsel  engaged. 

See  also  Hindle  v.  Ddkins^  1  C.  P.  Coop.  381. 


Mouriee  ▼. 
Wamewright, 

Rule  in  sales 
before  the 
Master  as  to 
letting  the  pur- 
chaser into  pos- 
session, where 
the  conditions 
are  silent  upon 
the  point. 


The  yice-Chancellor  said  that  where  an  estate  was  sold  before 
the  Master,  and  the  conditions  of  sale  were  silent  as  to  the  tiine 
at  which  the  purchaser  was  to  have  possession,  and  as  to  mixx^ 
upon  the  purchase  money,  the  rule  of  the  Court  was — that  Ae 
purchaser  should  be  let  into  possession  from  the  quarter  ifj 
preceding  the  confirmation  of  the  Master's  report  of  his  b^ 
the  purchaser,  he  paying  his  purchase  money  into  court  before 
the  following  quarter  day ;  and  although  he  might  not  pay  bis 
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NudiAte  money  into  court  tiU  the  quarter  was  nearly  expired,  1838. 

rtt  he  waa  not  liable  to  pay  interest.    Maurice  v.  Wamewright,  HindljiT"""^ 

7.  C.  NoTember^  1833.  Dauns.  ' 


VmMtartj. 
Jam9$. 

A  purchaser  after  being  served  with  a  notice  of  motion  to  open  Purchaier 
he  biddings,  having  nevertheless  proceeded  to  obtain  the  usual  **^^^!J^ 
vder  for  making  absolute   the  order  nisi   for  confirming  the  tiontoopen 
Haster's  report  of  his  purchase, — Sir   John   Leach   said  that  the  biddmgi, 
och  order  for  confirming  the  report  absolutely  must  be  dis-  proceeds  to 
lunrged  before  the  motion  for  opening  the  biddings  could  be  confiimUs 
oade.      That  after  the  report  of  the  purchase  was  absolutely  J^i^tg^    * 
onfinned,   the  practice   did  not  permit  the  biddings    to   be 
pened;  and  although  the  report  might  have  been  irregularly 
onfirmed  under  the  circumstances,  the  notice  of  motion  to  open 
he  biddings  having  been  previously  served  on  the  purchaser,  yet 
he  order  confirming  it  must  be  first  set  aside.     So  long  as  it 
lood  it  must  be  considered  valid.     [See  Chuck  v.  Cremer,  ante, 
lage  338.]     Vantittart  v.  Jamea^  V.  C.  June,  1825. 


HiA9  V.  Hide. 
Sir  John  Leach  said  that  where  the  Master  has  reported  in  The  Ck>iirt  will 

mmr  of  the  title  upon  a  reference  obtained  by  a  purchaser  "^J?**  ^I^"  t^® 
nder  a  decree  in  the  cause,  and  the  purchaser  takes  an  ex-  exception  to  a 
eption,  which  is  allowed,  the  Court  will  not  then  direct  that  the  report  in  favour 
orchaser  shall  be  discharged  from  his  purchase,  and  that  his  direct  a  dis- 
Mta  shall  be  paid.     Some  specific  application  must  be  made  for  charge  of  the 
le  purpose.     The  purchaser  might  present  a  petition  stating  p^^cntofhis 
lat  fact  and  praying  that  he  may  be  discharged  from  his  pur-  costs.—There 
lase,  and  that  he  may  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  court  all  the  JJIJ^\*®"^ 
>8ta  of  and  consequential  upon  his  having  been  a  purchaser,  or  tion  for  the 

there  be  no  fund  in  court,  that  such  costs  may  be  paid  to  him  P^^n^^'^- 
J  the  plaintiff.     Hide  ▼.  Hide^  V.  C.  January,  1825. 

There  is  a  case  of  fFillianu  v.  Wace,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  42,  to 
hich  a  reference  in  this  place  may  be  found  conveuient.  In 
les  before  the  Master,  notwithstanding  the  confirmation  of  a 
port  against  the  title,  there  must  be  an  order  discharging  the 
irchaaer  before  the  Court  will  give  effect  to  a  re-sale. 
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V 


HiNDL¥  9.  person  who  was  present  at  the  sale  shall  he  allowed  to  open  the 

Dakins.  biddings.     According  to  the  present  practice  the  Court  is  not 

ShalleroiM  v.  indisposed  to  open  the  biddings  upon  his  motion,  although  it 

Htbberion,  ^^  perhaps  require  a  larger  advance  than  from  a  person,  who 

biddiugfl  by  a  was  not  present.     Shallcross  t.  Hibberson,  V.  C.  Jan.  1834. 

person  who  was 

present  at  the 

sale.  _^-.-. 


Wilding  v. 

Andriwi. 

Case  of  a  pur-        The  same  solicitor  being  concerned  for  the  plaintiff  and  also 

chaser  getting     fQj  the  purchaser,  who  had  bought  the  premises  under  the 
Md  £^^^'  decree,  had,  without  the  authority  of  the  Court,  let  the  purchaser 
moving  for  a      into  possession  as  soon  as  the  report  of  his  purchase  was  con- 
Master  to  look    finned.    There  had  been  no  investigation  of  the  title  on  tl:i€ 
into  the  title,      purchaser's  behalf,  and  he  had  never  been  called  upon  to  paj  hss 

purchase-money.    Some  time  afterwards,  another  solicitor  havisog 
been  appointed,  notice  of  motion  was  given  that  the  purchaser 
should    pay  his  purchase-money  into  court;    whereupon  t^S&e 
purchaser  also  gave  notice  of  motion  for  a  reference  to  ^The 
Master  to  look  into  the  title.    The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  -^Jie 
Court  only  permitted  a  purchaser  to  take  possession  when       he 
had  previously  paid  his  purchase-money  into  the  Qank,  in    *^he 
name  of  the  Accountant-General  in  trust  in  the  cause ;  ancL     in 
that  case  the  rule  was,  that  the  payment  of  the  purchase-moE:».<7f 
and  the  taking  possession,  was  an  acceptance  of  the  title.    T^ltai 
the  Court  alone,  by  the  conditions  of  sale  previously  approved.     oC 
or  by  special  order,  could  relax  this  rule.     Here  the  -purchimmjsfft 
had  obtained  no  order,  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  to  pay     ^^ 
purchase-money  into  court,   and  notwithstanding  this  he  '3:^^ 
taken  possession.     That  it  was  impossible  under  these  circs:*-^'^' 
seances  to  hold  that  the  title  had  not  been  accepted ;  that  eve  ^^  ^ 
the  purchaser  had  obtained  the  usual  order,  and  the  paymen.'^   ^^ 
the  purchase-money  had  preceded  the  taking  of  possession, 
would  have  been  an  acceptance  of  the  title.     How  then  coi 
purchaser,  who  had  not  paid  his  purchase-money,  and  had 
sequently  got  possession  without  the  sanction  of  the  Courts      ^ 
heard  to  say  he  had  not  accepted  the  title  ?    The  motion  for      ^^ 
pa3rment  of  the  purchase-money  must  of  course  be  granted,     ^JO" 
the  motion  for  a  reference  as  to  the  title  must  be  refused.   Wit^^'V 
V.  Andrews^  V.  C.  July,  1834. 
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There  having  been  a  sale  of  an  estate  under  a  decree  in  the         1838. 
causey  and  the  purchaser  having  paid  his  purchase  money  into  hindle  v 
court,  the  soticitor  of  the  purchaser  had  greatly  delayed  the  Dakins. 
preparation  of  the  draft  conveyance ;   and  it  being  urgent  that  Bewm  v. 
certain  charges  to  which  the  estate  was  liable  should  be  forthwith  ^*"' 
satisfied,  a  petition  was  presented  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  cause,  prepuatioii  of 
that  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  might  be  applied  for  that  the  draft  con- 
purpose.    This  petition  was  opposed  on  the  part  of  the  pur-  ]|JSSSt*  ^ 
chaser,  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  not  yet  got  his  conveyance,  ground  for 
Mr.  Baron  Graham  sitting  (together  with  Masters  Harvey  and  ^^^*^^ 
Cox)  for    Sir  Thomas    Plumer,  who  was  ill,   said,   that    the  part  of  the 
petitioners,  the  plaintiffs,  had  mistaken  their  course.     That  they  P'"^^'***- 
ought  to  have  taken  the    usual    proceedings  to  compel    the  to  pay  off  in- 
purchaser  to  bring  the  draft  conveyance  into  the  Master's  office    c«nibranocs. 
and  to  have  the  draft  conveyance  settled  and  engrossed ;    and 
they  ought  to  have  procured  the  Master's  report  of  its  allowance* 
They  should  then  have  got  the  conveyance  executed  by  the 
proper  parties,  and  should  have  tendered  it  to  the  purchaser  for 
his    acceptance.      That  was  the  course  pointed   out    by  the 
practice  of  the  Court  for  avoiding  the  inconvenience  to  which 
the  petitioners,  the  plaintiffs,  were  now  exposed.     The  Court, 
notwithstanding  the  dilatory  conduct  of  the  purchaser's  solicitor, 
would  not,  without  the  consent  of  the  purchaser,  order  any  part 
of  the  purchase  money  to  be  applied  for  the  payment  of  the 
incumbrances    in    question,    until  the  purchaser  had  got  his 
conveyance.    The  delay  of  the  purchaser  in  the  preparation 
of  the  draft  conveyance,  was  no  sufficient  ground  for  coming 
to  the  Court  to  have  part  of  the  purchase  money  applied  to  pay 
off  incumbrances.     If  the  purchaser  had  not  got  his  conveyance, 
it  must  at  all  events  be  first  executed  and  tendered  for  the 
purchaser's  acceptance.     Bevan  v.  Sevan,  Rolls,  May,  1823. 


— —  Jtfrtfft  V. 

Bmiih. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said — This  is  not  the  sale  of  a  colliery.  Coal  mines  not 

The  coal  mines  have  not  been  worked  for  ten  years  and  upwards.  ^of|^«*»  *nd 

__  ,  ,  ,  11  machinery  not 

The  machinery  has  not  been  used  for  ten  years  and  upwards,  used,  for  ten 

The  mines  are  probably  full  of  water.     It  is  a  sale  of  coal  mines  y«*"»  cannot 

and  not  of  a  colliery,  at  least  it  must  be  so  regarded  with  ac^l^^th 

reference  to  the  practice  as  to  opening  biddings.    Lord  Eldon  reference  to 

has  said,  WUlianu  v.  Attenborough,  Turn.  &  Russ.  70,  that  the  to'ij^^" 

sale  of  a  colliery  is  not  like  the  sale  of  a  landed  estate :   that  biddings. 
collieries  and  landed  estates  were  quite  different  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  Court,  a  colliery  being  always  considered  as  a 

c  c 


sas 
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HiNwav. 
Dakiics. 


tnd^  tfie  proto  aoeriiug  from  day  to  dqr  at  m  oil  tioiiiig 
eoncerna:  that  with  lefaenoe  to  openiiig  the  hiddiBgi  the 
satme  of  the  piopertjr  formed  a  veiy  material  oonaideratioa. 
Lord  Skkm  for  theae  and  other  reaeons  had  refbaed  a  motion  to 
open  the  bidding*,  where  the  colliery  had  been  lold  ftr  8850L, 
and  an  adTanee  ci  11501.  was  offieied.  These  coal  minea  and 
this  maclnneTj  had  however  no  resemblance  to  a  eoUieij.  Who* 
erer  would  ftiamine  Lord  £ldon's  ressoning  woidd  see  that 
it  did  not  apply.  He  could  discover  no  gronnd  why  the  hiddimi 
should  not  be  opened  iqpon  the  oistomary  advance.  J^frefMi, 
Smith,  V.  C.  December.  1834. 


L.C. 
1838. 
June. 


N¥AP9. 

Abbott. 

In  a  rait  for 
specific  per- 
formance, the 
natore  of  a 
case  being  rach 
as,  even  in  the 
absence  of 
parol  evidence, 
to  impress  the 
mind  of  the 
Court  with  the 
beUefthat 
there  has  been 
surprise  or  mis- 
take, the  plain- 
tiff  should  be 
left  to  his  legal 
remedy. 


NEAP  V.  ABBOTT. 

Lord  Cottbnham  said,  that  where  a  bill  was  filed  for  the 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement  and  a  decree  wis 
resisted  on  the  ground  of  mistake  or  surprise,  the  nature  of 
the  case  might  be  such,  as  even  in  the  absence  of  parol 
evidence,  to  impress  the  mind  of  the  Court  with  the  belief 
that  there  had  been  the  surprise  or  mistake  alleged.    And 
the  mind  of  the  Court  being  impressed  with  this  bdief,  and 
a  specific  performance  not  being  a  matter  of  right  in  the 
plaintifi*,   but  a  matter  of  discretion  in   the   Court — bj 
discretion  he  did  not  mean  an  arbitrary  discretion,  but  a 
discretion,  governed  by  rules  and  principles  deduced  frocQ 
preceding  decisions — ^the  Court  was  fully  justified  in  declining 
to  make  any  decree  for  specific  performance.     In  such     ^ 
case  the  decree,  the  most  in  accordance  with  the  principl 
and  rules  upon  which  the  Court  had  acted  for  a  great 
years,  would  be  to  leave  the  plaintiff  to  his  legal  remedy 
the  non-performance  and  dismiss  the  bill,  but,  unleas  tl 
was  anything  to  show  that  the  bill  ought  never  to  have 
filed,  without  costs. 

Mr.  Wakefield^  Mr.  Wigram^  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr. 
stone^  and  Mr.  Bethell^  were  the  counsel  in  the  case. 

See  Neap  v.  Abbott,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  333. 
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1847. 
Jan.  11. 

MASTERMAN  v.  PRICE.  ifAn»M«ir«. 

PrIC¥. 

Ths  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  the  plaintiff  in  an  inter-  in  an  inter- 
pleading  suit  was  entitled  to  read  the  answer  of  a  defendant  thT^^t^^ 
aeainst  a  co-defendant,   in  order  to  show  that  adverse  may  read  the 

answer  of  a  de- 
claims are  brought  forward.     But  that  this  would  not  shut  fendant  againtt 

ont  an  inquiry,  if  a  ground  were  hud  for  it,  into  the  exist-  ^^^ 

ence  of  collusion  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 

whose  answer  he  had  read.     That  the  answer  was,  however, 

prim&  facie  evidence  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cocper^  Mr  Russdlj  Mr.  Montagu,  and  Mr.  Rudall, 
were  the  counsel  engaged. 

See  Bmoytr  v.  Pritchard,  11  Price,  103. 


Bjfbott  V. 
Barren, 

Lord  Northington  said  it  was  the  notorious  practice  of  the  MS.  Cases,  8. 

Court,  that  where  there  was  a  suit  to  set  aside  an  award  on  the  £^i^*  ^5^ 

ground  of  misbehaviour  in  the  arbitrators,  the  arbitrators  being  Eden,  131. 

defendants,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  read  their  answer  aeainst     }]^  ^^^  ^  *^ 

,  aside  an  award, 

their  co-defendant  interested  in  the  award,  and  who  contended  reading  answer 

that  the  award  ought  to  be  supported.  ^  arbitrators 

®  ^^  against  their 

co-defendant. 


V.  C. 

1822. 
June. 

CHERVET  V.  JONES. 


Chxbvet  9. 
JoNxa. 

Sib  John  Lbacb  sud,  where  a  bill  was  filed  against  two  Reading  the 
tmstees,  one  of  whom  had  been  wiUing,  but  the  other  had  ^^d^t^aninst 
been  unwilling,  to  accede  to  what  the  plaintiff  required,  •  co-defendant. 
that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  read  the  answer  of  the  one 
defendant  against  the  co-defendant,  as  a  justification  of  the 
plaintiff^s  having  instituted  the  suit.     That  that   would, 
however,  determine  no  question  as  between  the  defendants 
themselves.    It  would  only  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  his  costs. 

CO  2 


JOIOBS. 
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1822^         That  the  principle  was  the  same,  where  a  trustee  filed  a 
Cbbbvbt  9.      bill  to  have  the  direction  of  the  Court  as  to  the  distributiou 

of  a  fund.     He  might  read  the  answer  of  a  defendant 
against  a  co-defendant  to  show  the  conflicting  claims. 
The  same  rule  prevailed  in  an  ordinary  interpleading  suit 
The  answer  of  one  defendant  so  read  against  a  co^lefendant 
was  prim&  facie  evidence  of  the  statement,  which  it  was 
requisite  to  prove  in  order  to  support  the  bill.     It  was  not^ 
however,  conclusive.     It  was  not  binding.     Inquiry  might 
altogether  destroy  its  effect.    There  might  be  cases  in 
which  the  answer  of  one  defendant  would  be  binding  upon 
a  co-defendant  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  suit :  cases  for 
instance  like  those  at  common  law  in  which  admissions  of 
persons,  sometimes  parties,  sometimes  not  parties,  were 
received  in  evidence.    At  present  none  occurred  to  his 
mind  except  the  case  of  partners;  there  the  answer  of  one 
partner  a  defendant,  admitting  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
creditor  of  the  partnership  might,  he  apprehended,  be  read 
against  the  other  partner  and  co-defendant  like  any  other 
similar  admission. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Cooper  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Koe  for  one  defendant. 

Mr.  Combe  for  the  other  defendant. 

See  also  Chervet  v.  Jones^  6  Madd.  267. 


There  is  a  case  before  Lord  Erskine  as  to  the  right  of  s 
plaintiff  to  use  the  answer  of  a  defendant  against  his  ^ 
defendant,  which  appears  to  have  been  argued  by  the  solicit 
general  (Sir  Samuel  RomiUj/),  Mr.  Percival,  Mr.  Riehardh  ^* 
Alexander,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Leach,  and  Mr.  Bell,  with  a  grati^ 
that  the  equity  practitioner  will  feel  it  difficult  to  preserve  m 
reading  the  case.    Morse  v.  Royal,  12  Yes.  355. 
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Eq.  Bsch. 
1818. 

GIBBONS   V.   THE   WATERLOO  BRIDGE  COM-  .     '*' •    . 

PANY  AND  BAYLEY.  S"^"' 

Thb  Watbr* 
LOO  Bkidos 

The  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor  of  the  defendants,  the  com-  Company  amd 

nany.  which  was  a  corporation,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  ^^^^*^* 
'  Reading  the 

other  creditors.   The  defendant  Bayley  was  the  clerk  to  the  inswer  of  a 

defendants,  the  company.  A  demurrer  was  put  in.  One  ^j^  ^^co- 
ground  on  which  it  was  endeavoured  to  support  the  defendant, 
demurrer  was,  that  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Bayley 
could  not  be  read  against  the  defendants,  the  company. 
Chief  Baron  Richards  said,  that  the  cases  in  which  the 
answer  of  one  defendant  could  be  read  against  another 
defendant  were  very  few  indeed :  and  where  it  could  be 
read  there  was  scarcely  a  case  in  which  it  would  be  con- 
dusive  as  regarded  the  defendant  against  whom  it  was 
read  :  the  facility  of  collusion  between  the  plaintiff  and  a 
defendant,  who  was  not  the  principal  defendant,  was  such, 
that  it  must  always  be  with  reluctance  thtt  a  court  of 
equity  would  use  information  of  this  kind.  A  court  of 
equity  used  such  information  with  as  great  unwillingness,  as 
a  court  of  common  law  used  evidence  of  verbal  admissions 
of  the  parties.  The  answer  of  one  defendant  if  read  against 
another  defendant  could  only  be  the  foundation  of  an 
inquiry.  In  such  a  case  as  the  present,  however,  the 
answer  of  one  defendant  was  not  read  against  the  other 
defendant  at  all.  Here  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
Bayley  could  not  be  read  against  the  defendants,  the 
company.  The  object  of  making  the  defendant  Bayley  a 
party  to  the  suit,  was  not  to  read  his  answer  against  the 
defendants,  the  company,  but  to  obtain  that  discovery, 
which  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  could  often  only  be 
obtained  from  one  of  its  officers,  and  so  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  proceed  against  the  defendants,  the  company 
in  the  same  way  as  he  might  have  proceeded  against  an 
individual. 

The  Solicitor-general  (Sir  R.  Oifford)^  Mr.  Hornet  and 
Mr.  Cooper^  for  the  plaintiff. 
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iai8. 


Gibbons  t. 
LOO  Beumhi 

COMPAHT. 


1846. 

Not.  6,  7,  and 

9. 

^^ . ' 

HmiNo  9. 

SWINNBRTOK. 

Chancery  has 
no  jurisdiction 
over  an  award 
under  the 
statute  of  Will. 
III.  although 
the  hill  be  filed 
before  the  sub- 
mission is  made 
a  rule  of  Court. 

The  Court  of 
Chancery  on 
the  equity  side 
is  a  court  of 
record  within 
the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 

The  notion, 
which  once 
prevailed,  that 
the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court 
was  not  barred 
by  the  statute, 
long  since  de- 
termined to  be 
incorrect. 

The  jurisdic- 
tion of  the 
Court  excluded, 
where  the  sub- 
mission is  to  be 
made  a  rule  of 
the  Court  un- 
der the  statute, 
unless  ex- 
ercised in  the 
manner  there 
prescribed. 


Mr.  Dcamceyy  Mr.  Martin^  and   Mr.   TFroy,  for  the 
defendants. 

See  also  Oibhons  v.  T^e  Company  of  Proprxeiors  of  the 
Waterloo  Bridge^  and  William  Bayley,  their  Chief  Clerh^ 
5  Price,  491.  In  Wych  v.  Meal,  3  P.  WiU.  310,  which 
was  a  bill  against  the  East  India  Company,  and  one  of 
their  officers.  Lord  Talbot  said  that  the  answer  of  the 
defendant,  the  officer,  could  not  be  read  against  tlus 
defendants,  the  company ;  but  it  might  be  of  use  to  direct 
the  plaintiff  how  to  draw  and  pen  his  interrogatorii 
towards  obtaining  a  better  discovery. 


HEMING  V.  SWINNERTON. 

The  bill  stated  the  institution  of  a  suit  in  this  court  by  tla-e 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  soon  afterwairds 
articles  of  agreement  were  executed  between  the  defend- 
ant of  the  one  part  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part, 
which  it  was  mutually  agreed  to  refer  the  said  suit  and 
matters  in  difference  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defexid- 
ant  to  the  award  and  determination  of  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
counsel ;  and  it  was  thereby  further  agreed  that  the 
mission  thereby  made,  and  the  award  to  be  made  in  p^ 
suance  thereof,  should  and  might  be  made,  by  or  upon  '^b® 
application  of  either  of  said  parties  and  without  the  ne«^^5iJ 
sity  of  any  notice  to  the  other  of  them  in  the  said  sui't^  ^^ 
otherwise,  a  rule  or  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  (a). 


(a)  In  reading  the  numerona 
caset  both  at  law  and  in  equity, 
(the  latter  for  the  most  part  very 
badly  reported)  upon  the  subject 
of  awards,  where  at  the  time  of  the 
reference  diere  were  suits  at  law 
or  in  equity  depending  between 
the  parties,  the  first  thing  to  be 
ascertained — if  it  be  desired  to 
understand  the  principle  pro- 
ceeded   upon — ^is    whether    the 


nferenc  w»   br  onler  of      f» 
Court  in  the  suit  there  depen^^^^'' 
between  the  parties,  or  by 
ment  out  of  court,  one  of 
terms  of  the  agreement  being*  *»*^ 
the  submissiim  shall  be  a 
of  some  court.    In  this  last 
only  where  the  agreement  is    ^'^'^ 
of  court,  but  the  submission  1^ 
be  made  the  rale  of  some  c^K*^ 
it  tha  xeiinreBoe  Older  tfaa  alaCi>^^ 
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the  arbitrator  had  made  his  award.  That  no  proceedings  had  1848. 
been  had  or  taken  under  the  said  award.  That  the  agree-  Hsimiov. 
ment  of  reference  did  not  warrant  or  authorise  the  arbi-  Swimwwpoir. 
trator,  and  that  he  had  not  the  power,  to  order  and  adjudge 
certain  matters  specified  by  the  bill  at  length.  That  the 
award  was  defective  upon  the  face  of  it  in  many  points. 
That  it  was  not  final.  That  it  was  not  mutual.  That  on 
the  contrary  it  was  altogether  uncertain,  insufficient,  and 
invalid,  and  that  a  full  and  final  arbitrament  and  deter- 
mination of  all  the  matters  referred  to  the  arbitrator  was 
not  made  or  come  to  by  the  award,  and  that  plaintiff  had 
not  and  could  not  claim  such  advantage  as  he  was  entitled 
to  under  the  agreement  for  a  reference.  That  though  the 
defendant  had  not  yet  made  the  submission  to  refer  to 
arbitration  an  order  or  rule  of  this  Court,  yet  he  never- 
theless intended  forthwith  to  do  so,  and  to  take  proceedings 
against  plaintiff  upon  such  rule  or  order  when  obtained 
either  in  the  court  or  at  law.  The  bill  prayed  that  the 
award  might  be  declared  by  the  Court  to  be  void,  and  that 
snch  other  declaration  might  be  made  in  regard  thereto 
as  the  facts  and  justice  of  the  case  might  require,  and  that 
the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the  same  to 
be  cancelled,  together  with  the  articles  of  agreement 
for  a  reference,  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  defend- 
ant might  be  restrained  by  the  injunction  of  the  Court 
from  making  the  submission  to  refer  to  arbitration,  as 
also  from  making  the  award  (a)  a  rule  or  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  And  the  bill  prayed  an  injunction 
against  all  other  proceedings  to  enforce  the  award. 

The  defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer   for  want  of 


9  ft  10  Will.  III.  c.  16,  an  Act  for 
dslainining  Differencefl  by  Ar- 
bitnticm.  Tbe  student  should 
bear  in  mind  the  language  of 
Lord  Eldon,  14  Yes.  268-9, 
that  where  a  suit  is  depending, 
if  ^e  submission  to  arbitration 
was  out  of  court  by  bond  or 


articles,  and  was  upon  that  au- 
thority made  a  rule  of  court,  that 
had  been  held  a  submission,  not 
in,  but  out  of,  the  cause,  and  the 
proceeding  was  upon  the  jurisdic- 
tion given  by  the  statute. 

(a)  See  Lewis  v.  Bley,  post, 
page  423. 
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equity,  which  was  heard  by  the  Vice-ChanceUor  of  Eng- 
land. 

The  y igk-Chancellor  said  that  brfore  the  statute  where 
the  reference  was  by  order  of  a  court  of  common  law  in  an 
action  there  depending — the  Court  of  Chancery — Courts  of 
Equity — had  the  same  jurisdiction  over  the  award,  which 
they  had  over  a  verdict  (a).     That  since  the  statute  where 


Prior  to  the 
statute  of 
?mLm.  Courts 
of  Equity  had 
jurisdictioii 
where  awards 
were  made  by 
order  of  courts 
of  common  law 
in  actions  there 
depending. 


(a)  One  instance  will  suffice.  In 
Brown  v.  Brown,  1  Vem.  167, 
8.  C.  2  Ch.  Ca.  140,  which  oc- 
carred  fifteen  years  before  the 
passing  of  the  statute  of  WilL  III., 
there  was  an  action  of  waste  in 
the  Common  Pleas,  which  came 
on  to  be  tried  at  the  assises^  when 
there  was  a  reference  to  arbitra- 
tion, which  by  consent  was  made 
a  rule  of  Court.  Before  the 
award  the  plaintiff  in  equity,  who 
was  the  defendant  at  law,  repaired 
the  waste  and  forbade  the  umpire 
to  proceed :  who  notwithstanding 
made  his  award  that  the  plaintiff 
should  pay  to  the  defendant  in 
equity,  plaintiff  at  law,  damages, 
which  it  was  contended  were  ex- 
cessive. There  was  an  attach- 
ment for  non-performance  of  the 
award.  The  bill  was  filed  to  be 
relieved  against  the  award,  and 
for  an  injunction.  The  lunpire 
was  (as  in  most  of  the  old  bills  to 
set  aside  awards)  made  a  defend- 
ant, with  doubtlessly  a  general 
charge  of  misbehayiour.  For 
the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted  that 
it  was  a  bold  thing  of  the  umpire 
to  make  an  award  after  he  had 
been  forbid  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  damages  were  very  out- 
rageous. It  was  endeavoured 
also  to  be  made  out  that  the 
umpire  had  refused  to  hear  the 
plaintiff;  and  it  was  said  it  was  a 


rule  of  the  Court  that  no  award 
should  stand  where  the  arbitrator 
or  uminre  refused  to  hear  the 
party.  For  the  defendant  it  wat 
insisted  that  the  award  was  mad» 
in  pursuance  of  a  rule  of  CSourt, 
and  that  the  whole  matter  had 
been  examined  in  the  CSommon 
Pleas :  and  that  when  the  plM««Hf 
was  at  the  wall  there  and  under 
an  attachment  for  not  performing 
the  award,  then  he  came  with  a 
biU  here  and  got  an  injuncttoo. 
That  there  was  no  fraud  or  col- 
lusion in  the  making  of  the 
award,  and  that  was  necessary  to 
the  avoiding  of  it  in  equity,  and 
that  the  damages,  it  was  con- 
ceived, were  not  outrageous. 
Lord  Guildford  after  long  debate 
dismissed  the  bill  saying,  he  saw 
no  fraud  or  coUusion  in  the 
matter  ;  and  that  the  damages 
were  not  outrageous. 

The  student  must  be  cautions  Beavl 
in  the  application   of   the  con-^^^jj^ 
eluding   passages   in    the   Lord_|^| 
Keeper's  judgment.    Lord  Gkdl-thej^ 
ford  says  that  where  there  ap."**^ 
pears  a  manifest   error    in   thoj^,^ 
body  of  an  award,  there,  in  some 
cases,    may    be    relief    against 
it    in    Chancery.  —  As    regards 
awards  made  by  order  of  courts 
of  common  law  in  actions  there 
depending,  the  application  of  this 
dictum  must,  it  is  apprehended, 
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the  reference  was  by  order  of  a  court  of  common  law  in  an        ^^46. 


action  there  depending,  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  equally  Hbmiiio  p. 
jurisdiction  over  the  award — it  had  jurisdiction  over  the    ^"'''■*''®*'' 
award,  similar  to  that  which  it  had  over  a  verdict.  That  the 
statute  had  not  destroyed  this  ancient  jurisdiction,  but  it  still 


be  gOTcnied  by  the  nature  of  the 
eiTor.  The  Court  will  not  relieve 
against  an  error  manifest  in  the 
award,  against  which  it  would  not 
nlieTe  were  the  error  manifest  in 
some  other  proceeding  in  the 
action. — Again  Lord  Guilford 
says,  where  the  error  does  not 
appear  without  unravelling  and 
enmination  into  matters  of  ac- 
count, he  thought  it  was  not 
fdievaUe  here. — If  the  error  be 
fueh  aa  being  manifest  the  Court 
win  relieve  agunst  it,  it  would 
be  strange  should  it  be  held  that 
the  error  was  not  relievable  be- 
cause it  did  not  appear  without 
unravelling  and  examination  into 
matters  of  account.  If  an  error 
—for  instance  the  mistake  of  a 
principal  fact — ^not  being  apparent 
upon  the  face  of  the  award  is  made 
out  by  extrinsic  evidence,  and  ad- 
mkted  by  the  arbitrators,  the 
Court  being  satisfied  that  the 
mistaken  hct  was  in  the  view  of 
the  arbitrators  material  to  the 
award,  wovdd  the  Court  decline  to 
interfere  ?  It  is  now  settled  that 
an  error  of  that  kind  would  be 
ground  for  setting  aside  an  award 
under  the  statute,  upon  applica- 
tion in  due  time  to  the  Court  of 
which  the  submission  is  made  a 
rule. 

Lord  Eldon,  14  Yes.  267,  after 
rsmarking  that  before  the  statute 
whoi  persons  were  out  of  court 
they  could  not  by  any  agreement 
bring  ^emsdves  into  court  and 


create  a  jurisdiction  to  issue  pro- 
cess of  contempt — and  that  ex- 
perience proving  the  beneficial 
effects  of  terminating  by  arbitra- 
tion suits  actually  existing,  it  had 
occurred  also  that  it  might  be 
extremely  desirable  to  afford  the 
same  opportimity  where  only  a 
cause  of  suit  subsisted,  but  no 
suit  had  been  instituted — added 
that  in  the  former  case,  in  actions 
actually  existing,  if  the  agreement 
was  made  an  order  of  a  court  of 
law  and  the  arbitrators  having 
proceeded  upon  it,  an  application 
was  made  to  compel  the  execution 
of  the  award,  that  was  considered 
in  a  court  of  equity,  merely  as  a 
proceeding  in  the  court  of  law, 
modified  and  regulated  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties;  and  whether 
the  circumstance  of  consent  to  that 
mode  of  carrying  on  the  suit  at 
law  might,  or  might  not,  be  deemed 
worthy  of  consideration  in  equity, 
the  mere  fact,  that  the  parties  had 
so  far  regulated  the  proceeding  at 
law,  could  not  bar  the  jurisdiction 
in  equity. 

It  will  be  found  that  this  juris-  Remarks, 
diction  is  unaffected  by  the  statute. 
See  next  page. 

The  Court  will  however  only 
interfere  where,  if  the  party  was 
allowed  to  proceed  at  common 
law,  that  species  of  wrong  would 
ensue,  which  the  principles  now 
regulating  the  exercise  of  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, will  prevent.    There  must 
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IB4€.  remained.  That  he  was  speaking  of  a  referenoe  not  nndei 
HxMiirttv.  statute,  but  by  order  of  the  Court  in  which  the  aetion 
SwnncntoN.    pending  (a).     That  it  was  said,  however,  that  in  the  eaae 


Since  the 
statute  of  Wfl. 
liam  oourtsof 
equity  have 
jurisdictioii 
where  awardB 
are  made,  not 
under  the 
statute,  but  by 
order  of  courts 
of  common  law 
in  actions  there 
depending. 


be  fraud,  accident,  mistake,  ac- 
count, or  some  other  equitable 
ground.  The  equity  practitioner, 
studious  of  correctDees,  ahonM 
bear  this  in  mind.  The  writer  a 
£bw  weeks  since  read  a  long  InU, 
which  had  been  framed,  and  heard 
an  elaborate  argument,  which  was 
pronounced,  in  an  entire  disregard 
of  this  obvious  principle. 

(a)  In  Lord  Lomdale  v.  Liitle^ 
dak,  2  Ves.Jun.  451,  the  defendant 
Littledale  had  brought  an  action 
in  the  King's  Bench  to  recover 
damages  for  injury  done  to  his 
house  by  the  plaintiff's  workmen 
in  working  his  coal  mines.  Upon 
the  trial  of  the  action,  it  was  or- 
dered by  consent  that  the  verdict 
should  be  for  nominal  damages 
with  costs,  and  that  it  should 
be  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  the 
defendant  Golden,  to  ascertain 
the  value  of  the  house,  and  on 
pa3rment  of  such  value  the  de- 
fendant Littledale  was  to  convey 
the  house  to  tbe  plaintiff.  This 
order  was  made  a  rule  of  Court. 
A  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  the 
award,  and  to  restrain  all  proceed- 
ings at  law  upon  it  on  the  ground 
that  the  arbitrator,  the  defendant 
Golden,  had  had  private  meetings 
with  the  defendant  Littledale  and 
his  agents,  and  consulted  with 
them  how  to  increase  the  valua- 
tion. There  were  general  de- 
murrers to  the  bill  for  want  of 
equity,  and  it  was  argued  in  sup- 
port of  them  that  under  the  sta- 
tute of  William  the  application 
should  have  been  made  to  the 


Court  in  which  the  award  was 
made  a  rule  of  Court.  Lord 
Rosslyn  said  diafc  awards  made  in 
canses  depending  [awards  madt 
pursuant  to  snbmiasions  entered 
into  by  rules  of  Cout  in  canses 
then  depending  in  the  cooit] 
were  not  award*  to  whieh  tbs 
statute  related.  Thm  demaxnr 
was  overruled. 

LordBldon  said,  14yesey,S68, 
that  Lord  LtmadaU  y.  LiUUdab 
was  nothing  miHne  than  an  order 
of  reference  in  a  suit  depending 
made  a  rule  of  the  Court  in  which 
that  suit  was  institnted.    It  wsi 
no  more  than  amleof  Nisi  Prius 
by  consent  given  in  court  made 
an  order  of  Court  to  alMe  an 
award.    AU  the  snbaeqnant  pro» 
ceedings  were  nothing  more  than 
part  of  the  transaction   in  ^ 
course  of  a  suit  of  law  in  ihtX 
court,  which  the  Court  of  Chai^ 
eery  would  upon  its  ancient  juris- 
dictioo  control.    There  are  some 
further  observations  of  Lord  El^ 
don  in  a  subsequent  pageof  Vesey, 
which  are  not  inserted  in  this 
place,  as  they  are  so  reported  that 
they  only  serve  to  perjdez  die 
practitioner. 

Bropkif  V.  Ho&ner,  2  MoIL  1,  is 
a  case,  whieh  must  be  read  widi 
caution.  The  student  may  pos- 
sibly find  some  pasaagea  in  die 
judgment  rather  perpleziiig. 
Iliere  was  an  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff,  a  merchant,  and 
Holmes  the  captain  of  a  vesssi, 
that  the  plaintiff  shovld  provide 
Holmes  with  a  cargo  as  an  ad* 
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before  Urn  the  reference  was  under  the  statute;  and  it  was 

true  that  it  was  not  a  reference  by  order  of  this  Court  in  Haiuire 


vmitun,  and  should  advance  all 
the  funds  neceeaaqr  for  the  ad- 
Tenture,  the  profit  of  which  waa 
to  be  divided  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Hcdmee,  and  Hohnes  was  to 
have  the  aole  nuuuigement  of  the 
adventure,  and  aa  the  plaintiff  was 
to  provide  the  cargo  and  advance 
thefunda»  and  Holmea  was  merely 
to   manage  the  adventure,   the 
plaintiff  was  in  no  event  to  suffer 
any  loss;  and  Hdimea  transferred 
certain  securities  to  the  j^ntiff 
by  way  of  guarantee,  and  to  bear 
the  phuntiff  harmless.    The  ad- 
venture was    unfortunate,    and 
there  was  a  loss  exceeding  the 
value  of  the  securities,  and  the 
defendant  who  was    his  widow 
and  administratriz,  disputing  the 
kgality  of  fhe  agreement  to  bear 
the  plaintiff  harmless,  brought  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff  to  le- 
eover  the  amount  of  the  aecurities, 
iriiich  the  i^aintiff  had  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  agreement  applied  in 
enmeniion  of  the  loss.    At  the 
tnal  by  consent  all  matters  in 
ttspute  were  referred  to  three  of 
the  jury,  their  award  to  stand  for 
a  vardict.     The  award  was   in 
fevour  of  the  administratrix,  the 
phnntiff  at  law  and  defendant  in 
equity,  for  the  value  of  the  secu- 
rfties,  no  credit  being  allowed  to 
the  defendant  at  law,  the  plaintiff 
in  equity,  upon  the  fDot  of  the 
gaaiaatee  of  H<dnie8.    The  biU 
was  filed  complaining  that  the 
arbitraiurs  had  excluded  the  de- 
mand on  the  foot  of  the  guarantee, 
and  praying  that  such  demand 
night  be  established,  and  an  in- 
Hie  cause  came  on  to 


be  heard  before  Lord  Manners, 
when  it  appearing  doubtful  whe- 
ther the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  on 
the  foot  of  the  agreement  to  gua- 
rantee had  been  taken  into  consi- 
deration by  the  arbitrators.  Lord 
Manners  retained  the  bill  with 
liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an 
action  on  the  guarantee,  the  money 
awarded  being  brought  into  the 
bank  to  the  credit  of  the  caussu 
An  action  was  accordingly  brought, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  defeated.  The 
plaintiff  being  dissatbfied  with  the 
decree  of  Lord  Manners,  presented 
a  petition  of  rehearing,  which  came 
on  before  Lord  Chancellor  Hart. 
Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  the  plain* 
tiff  had  referred  all  matters  in 
dispute,  and  it  was  impossible  for 
him  to  get  any  relief  beyond  what 
the  arbitrators  had  determined,  if 
they  took  the  guarantee  into  their 
consideration.     If  the  arbitrators 
said  they  thought  the  guarantee 
not  within  their  jurisdiction,  that 
would  be  one  case.     But  if  the 
arbitrators  looked  at  it,  and  de- 
termined it  was  not  a  claim  that 
was  entitled  to  have  effect  given 
to  it,  and  moreover  that  by  reason 
of  having  accepted  such  an  under- 
taking, the  plaintiff  was  disentitled 
to  any  contribution  toward  the 
loss,  that  was  different,  and  al- 
though he  thought  it  was  a  wrong 
conclusion,  he  could  not  remedy 
it.    That  if  the  arbitrators  looked 
at  the  guarantee,  and  when  it  was 
before  them,  counsel  told  them 
they  could  not  legally  take  it  into 
consideration,  then  the  plaintiff 
would  not  have  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  trying  his  rights.    But  if 
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the  suit  that  was  dependmg  in  this  court.     If  it  had  been 
a  reference  by  order  of  this  Court  in  the  suit,  it  would  not 


the  arbitrators  disregarded  the 
caution  and  de  facto  took  it  into 
consideration,  that  was  finaL  That 
upon  the  whole  it  was  clear  that 
the  arbitrators  were  apprised  of 
the  guarantee,  for  that  was  the 
plaintiff's  case;  and  the  only 
question  was  whether  they  re- 
jected the  consideration  of  it. 
But  the  evidence  in  the  case  bad 
been  omitted  to  be  pointed  to  the 
very  fact,  which  alone  could  entitle 
a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  after 
^e  award.  The  plaintiff  might 
have  examined  each  of  the  arbi- 
trators, and  put  this  plain  inter- 
rogatory to  each : — "  Did  you  ab- 
stain in  consequence  of  the  caution 
or  from  any  other  reason  from 
weighing  the  effect  of  the  gua- 
rantee, or  did  you  look  into  it 
and  all  the  matters  in  differ- 
ence between  the  parties,  and 
conclude  on  the  whole  case?" 
If  the  case  had  come  origi- 
nally before  him,  the  course  he 
should  have  taken  would  have 
been  to  direct  a  short  inquiry  to 
examine  the  arbitrators  upon 
this  single  point,  and  he  should 
consider  whether  this  was  not 
the  best  mode  to  follow  in  the 
present  state  of  the  case. — Subse- 
quently Sir  Anthony  Hart  dis- 
missed the  bill,  stating  that  he 
was  satisfied  the  pluntiff  had  had 
an  ample  opportunity  of  bringing 
his  case  forward.  That  the  case 
was  allowed  to  be  argued  fully  at 
law  on  all  points  as  a  legal 
demand,  and  also  before  the  arbi- 
trators. That  he  thought  at  first 
the  indemnity  had  not  had  a  trial, 
but  he  was  now  satisfied  it  had 


had  a  full  trial.  The  money 
brought  into  court  was  ordered 
to  be  paid  to  the  defendant. 

The  foregoing  statement  of  the  Benab 
case  of  Brophf  v.  Holmes  will^*jj 
show  that  the  conclusion,  which 
the  writer  draws  from  it»  is  that 
both  Lord  Manners  and  Sir 
Anthony  Hart  thought,  sup- 
posing the  guarantee  to  be  legal, 
that  there  was  a  piimA  fade 
question  whether  there  had  not 
been  that  kind  of  mistake  of  the 
arbitrators  with  reference  to  the 
guarantee  against  which,  the  mis- 
take being  acknowledged  by  the 
arbitrators,  and  the  materiality  of 
it  obvious,  a  court  of  equity 
would  relieve. 

There  are,  as  has  been  already 
intimated,  some  passages  in  Sir 
Anthony  Hart's  judgment  whidi 
the  student  may  possibly  find 
rather  perplexing.  In  one  place 
he  says,  that  the  agreement  to 
guarantee  was  inoperative,  either 
as  usurious  or  as  nudum  pactum : 
that  he  should  have  paid  no 
attention  to  it,  and  dismbsed  the 
bill  grounded  upon  it. — If  this 
had  been  Sir  Anthony  Hart's 
opinion  of  the  agreement  to 
guarantee,  the  question  of  miatalr^* 
by  the  arbitrators  in  not  having 
taken  it  into  consideration  would 
have  been  immaterial.  In  another 
place,  he  says,  if  the  case  had 
come  before  him  originally,  he 
should  have  dismissed  the  bill, 
being  in  effect  to  enjoin  execution 
on  an  award.  Sir  Anthony  Hart 
probably  added  some  qualifying 
words,  as  otherwise  it  will  be 
hard  to  reconcile  the  language 
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have  come  under  the  statute. 
parties  entered  into  out  of 

here  used  with 'other  parts  of  the 
judgment.  Had  the  facts  at  the 
hearing  been  such  as  to  coniance 
the  Court  without  farther  pro- 
ceedingSy  that  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff  on  foot  of  the  agreement 
to  guarantee  had  been  taken  into 
consideration  by  the  arbitrators, 
or  that  there  had  been  no  mistake 
of  a  kind  against  which  the  Court 
relieves,  the  bill  would  have  been 
properly  dismissed.  There  is 
another  circumstance  in  this  case 
which  it  may  assist  the  student  to 
notice  here.  It  is  said  that  in  the 
action  the  Statute  of  limitations 
was  pleaded  and  the  plaintiff  was 
defeated,  and  yet  Sir  Anthony 
Hart  said  he  had  procured  the 
judge's  notes  of  the  trial,  and  that 
the  case  was  allowed  to  be  argued 
folly  at  law  on  all  points  as  a 
legal  demand,  and  that  the  in- 
demnity had  had  a  full  trial.  It 
is  probable  that  the  court  of  law, 
knowing  that  the  action  was 
brought  in  consequence  of  a 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
thought  it  desirable  to  allow  the 
plaintiff  to  go  into  all  the  points, 
notwithstanding  his  demand 
might  be  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 
A  similar  course  was  taken  in  a 
recent  case  in  this  country. 

The  Irish  Act  for  determining 
differences  by  arbitration  is  10 
WilL  III.  c.  14.  It  in  no  respects 
differs  from  the  English  Act. 


t 


There  is  a  case  before  Lord 
^  Chancellor  Hart,  which  it  may 
M  be  useful  to  state  in  this  place, 
"^ahhongh  it  cannot   be   classed 

i. 


It  was  the  agreement  of  the         IB46. 
court.    The  case,  therefore,  HmmNov. 

SWINNXBTOK. 

under  the  head  of  this  note.  In 
Woodley  v.  Johiuon,  1  Moll.  394, 
the  Court  had  directed  an  issue. 
At  the  trial  the  case  was  by 
consent  referred  to  three  jurors, 
who  made  their  award,  which  was 
entered  as  a  verdict.  There  was 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  of  the 
issue  and  to  set  aside  the  award, 
when  it  was  objected  that  the 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  and 
Uiat  the  cause  was  at  an  end 
when  the  parties  consented  to  a 
reference  instead  of  a  trial  of  the 
issue.  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said, 
that  a  judge  at  law,  trying  an 
issue  directed  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  be  tried  by  a  jury 
in  the  ordinary  way,  had  no 
authority  to  decline  trying  it  or 
to  refer  it  to  another  mode  of 
trial.  The  issue  directed  to  be 
tried  before  the  judge,  not  having 
been  tried  before  him,  remained 
untried,  and  the  direction  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  was  not  com- 
plied with.  He  remembered  a 
case  before  Lord  Rossljm  in  which 
an  issue  was  directed.  Justice 
Duller  sent  it  to  arbitration.  One 
party  was  dissatisfied  with  the 
award  and  applied  for  a  new  trial, 
and  Lord  Rosslyn  said,  if  tiie 
Court  orders  an  issue  to  be  tried 
the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  had  no 
right  to  say  he  would  not  try  it 
but  resort  to  another  mode ;  and 
that  he  took  it  was  the  rule  in 
such  cases.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  parties  thought  proper  and 
a  reference  was  adopted  by  con- 
sent of  both  parties,  the  effect  of 
that  was  to  abandon  not  merely 
the  direction  to  try  an  issue  but 
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The  old  doc. 
trine  that  the 
jurisdiction  of 
Courts  of 


eame  under  the  statute.  The  submiaaioii  was  to  be  nude 
a  rule  or  order  of  this  Court  under  the  statute.  Now  it 
had  been  made  a  question  whether  even  in  cases  in  which 
there  was  a  submission  under  the  statute,  this  Court  had 
not  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  award*  There  was  au- 
thority for  saying  that  it  had  (a).      There  were  decisions 

their  whole  proceedinge,  and  if     bad  it  not  been  followed  by  other  binei  If 

caaea  in  which  no  such  pecnliaritj'jT^ 


they  choose  to  aubmit  entirely  to 
arbitration  instead  of  the  trial  at 
law,  and  also  instead  of  the  suit, 
the  Court  had  nothing  to  do  with 
that.  By  the  order  laade  by 
the  Court  in  the  cause,  the  par- 
ties were  entitled  to  have  a  solenm 
verdict  deciding  the  issue  one  way 
or  the  other,  and  thereupon  the 
decree  or  order  of  the  Court ;  that 
was  their  right,  but  they  might 
waive  it,  and  they  did  waive  it, 
and  agreed  to  discharge  the  jury, 
and  to  resort  to  another  mode  of 
trial  instead  of  the  issue  and  suit 
in  equity ;  and  he  supposed  they 
thought  that  more  likely  to  reach 
the  justice  of  the  case.  Having 
made  their  election,  the  Court  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it  further  than 
to  see  that  there  was  a  consent. 
When  that  was  ascertained  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  at 
an  end  as  much  as  if  it  was  a 
consent  to  dismiss  the  bill  and 
cease  further  proceedings — ^with 
this  qualification,  that  if  the  award 
was  quarrelled  with  on  the 
grounds  of  corruption  in  the 
arbitrators,  in  that  case,  perhaps 
the  facts  might  be  brought  before 
the  Court  by  a  supplemental  bill, 
but  nothing  could  be  done  upon 
that  motion. 

(a)  Ward  y,  Periam,  3  Yin.  Ahr. 
134,  is  the  first  case.  It  occurred 
before  Lord  Macclesfield,  and  the 


Equity  wsi  not  circumstances  are  so  peculiar  that 


esdsted,  it  conld  not  be  ragardedinwi^ 
as  any  authority  to  aappoti  the 
proposition  thai,  flci*ftrding  to  the 
old  doctrine,  the  jurisdiction  sf 
courts  of  equi^  was  not  bamd 
by  a  reference  under  the  atatnlB. 
Lord  Hardwicke,  2  Yea.  Sen.  3If, 
has  stated  this  case  from  the  i»- 
gistrar^s  bookf  and,  omitting  sons 
facts  which  are  inunaterial  for  the 
present  purpose,  it  shall  be  heie 
given  in  his  Lordship's  words. 
Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  the 
case  came  twice  before  the  Court 
of  Chancery  [on  the  original  hear- 
ing and  upon  the  Master's  re- 
port] and  was  a  bill  to  aet  aside 
an  award  by  Walker  and  Lloyd, 
two  persons  out  of  three,  who 
joined  in  making  it.  It  was  a 
reference  to  put  an  end  to  a  eauee 
long  depending  \m  the  Court  of 
Chancery]  in  which  an  account 
was  before  the  Master.  There 
was  a  clause  in  the  bond  of  sub- 
mission that  the  aubmission 
should  be  made  a  rule  of  Court 
[of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench] 
on  motion  of  either  party.  After 
the  award  made  pUifitilT  moved 
the  King's  Bench  to  make  thai 
submission  a  rule  of  Court ;  and 
the  same  day  moved  to  set  the 
award  aside  on  the  ground  of 
partiahty  and  misbehavionr  in  the 
arbitrators.  A  rule  was  made  to 
show  cause  why  it  should  not  be 
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iit  the  Court  of  GhaDcery,  and  there  were  decisioiiB  abo  of 
the  Elqiiity  Elzchequer,  unlesB  his  recollection  greatly  de- 


Mt  aiide.    On  showmg  cmise  the 
CSomt  WM  dirided  and  lo  the 
avaid  oould  not  be  set  aside. 
Then  defendant  moved  for  attach- 
BflBt  in  not  peHbrming  the  award. 
TheConrtwaf  ttilleqnallydivided, 
•o  no  attachment  could  be.    Con- 
aeqnently  the   defendant   could 
have  no  advantage  of  the  sub- 
miaaion   being  made  a  rule  of 
Coarty  and  therefore  brought  a 
common  action  on  the  bond  of 
rahmiaaion.      Plaintiff   brought 
hif  bin  in  this  court  merely  to 
be  relieved  sgainst  the  award, 
pnying  no  other  particular  re- 
lief except  the   generaL    [The 
bill  charged  that  the  arbitrators, 
who  were  made  defendants  had 
proceeded  with  great  partiality, 
and    it    prayed    an    injunction 
against  proceedings   at  law  on 
the  award  bond.  Turn.  &  Russ. 
131.]     That  the  reference,  being 
in  a  matter   in  difference  in  a 
eanse  before,  if  the  award  was  set 
ande  there  would  be  no  want  of 
rdief^  because  the  account  would 
go  on  before  the  Master.     De- 
ftndant  by  his  answer  insisted 
that  this  was  determined  by  the 
King's  Bendi  and  therefore  the 
•ward  ought  not  to  be  set  aside. 
Lord   Macclesfield   was  a  littie 
staggered  with  the  proceedings 
in  the  King's  Bench,  being  an 
award  by  virtue  of  a  submission 
within  the  act  of  parliament;  and 
doubted  iHbether  he  should  enter 
into  it  to  give  relief,  when  the 
whole  matter  was  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  common 
law,  who  had  inquired  into  it,  and 
was  not  of  opinion  to  set  it  aside. 
AH  ha  didt  thenlbn,  at  first  was 


to  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  state 
what  had  been  done  in  it  by  the 
King's  Bench.  On  the  Master's 
report  Lord  Macclesfield  was  of 
opinion  there  was  no  determina- 
tion of  the  King's  Bench  either 
way — ^the  King's  Bench  not  hav- 
ing thought  fit  to  set  aside  the 
award  or  affirm  the  award,  because 
they  refused  the  only  process  to 
carry  it  into  execution,  an  attach- 
ment; and  therefore  Lord  Mac- 
clesfield held,  and  very  rightly, 
it  was  as  a  bare  bond  of  award 
without  being  made  a  rule  of 
Court;  and  if  a  court  of  com- 
mon law,  which  had  this  summary 
jurisdiction,  refused  to  exercise  it, 
and  left  the  party  on  one  side  to 
take  relief  by  his  action,  it  left 
the  party  on  the  other  side  to  take 
reUef  by  bill  in  equity. 

Lord  Macclesfield's  order  on 
the  hearing  of  the  cause  for  fur- 
ther directions  (April  1721)  will 
be  found  in  the  note  Turn.  Sc 
Russ.  131—133.  The  order  de- 
clared that  it  appeared  that  the 
award  was  unfairly  obtained,  and 
decreed  that  the  same  should  be 
set  aside,  and  that  satisfaction 
should  be  acknowledged  on  the 
judgment  obtained  on  the  award 
bond,  and  that  the  costs  at  law 
and  of  the  suit  should  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  this 
decree  was  a  very  just  decree. 

Lord  Hardwicke  plainly  consi- 
dered that  it  was  the  peculiar  cir- 
cumstance that  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  had  refused  either 
to  set  aside  the  award  or  to  affirm 
it,  which  justified  the  decree  of 
Lord  MaedesflekL 
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ceived  him,  and  he  did  not  think  that  Vkdj  for  he  had  had 
occasion  to  consider  the  matter  sereral  times,  that  this 


In  a  case  before  Lord  King,  3 
Vin.  Abr.  139>  this  case  of  Ward 
Y.,Periam,  there  called  a  case  of 
Ward  V.  Walker,  was  cited  by  the 
Attorney-General  as  the  case  of 
an  award,  which  had  been  made 
under  a  submission  a  rule  of 
Court,  set  aside  by  Lord  Maccles- 
field. It  is  there  said  that  Lord 
King  seemed  to  doubt,  as  thinking 
the  act  of  parliament  giving  two 
terms,  &c.  [to  the  end  of  the 
next  term  after  the  award  made] 
concluded  all  courts  and  all  man- 
ner of  equity,  &c. 

Reynell  v.  iMSComb  and  Per* 
rott,  in  the  Equity  Exchequer, 
May,  1727,  is  reported  Turn.  & 
Rubs.  135  in  the  note.  There 
was  a  submission  to  arbitration, 
and  either  party  might  move  to 
have  the  submission  made  a  rule 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 
The  bill  stated  that  the  award 
had  been  unduly  obtained;  and 
that  the  defendant,  to  defeat  the 
plaintiflfs  legal  remedy  and  to 
deprive  him  of  an  opportunity  of 
making  a  legal  complaint  of  the 
corrupt  practices  in  obtaining  the 
award,  neglected  to  make  the 
submission  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  till  it  was  too  late 
for  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the  Court 
to  set  aside  the  award  according 
to  the  directions  of  the  statute; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  thus 
remediless  by  the  rules  of  law 
by  the  defendant's  contrivance. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  award 
might  be  set  aside,  and  for  an  in- 
junction to  stay  proceedings  at 
law.  The  defendant  by  his  an- 
swer denied  that  any  contrivance 
had  been  used  to  prevent   the 


pluntiff's  motioii  in  the  King^i 
Bendi  to  set  aade  the  award ;  and 
alleged  that  on  the  eontrary  die 
plaintiff  pnictiMd  on  the  sob- 
scribing  witnesaes  to  the  bondi 
of  sobmistion  to  prevent  their 
making  an  affidavit  of  the  execu- 
tion, which  was  neoesaary  in  wder 
to  their  being  made  a  rule  of 
Court;  but  that  the  plaintiff  miglit 
after  this  was  done  have  mond 
the  Court  to  set  aside  the  award; 
and  in  fact  did  send  some  ifii- 
davits  to  London  in  order  to  a 
motion  being  made,  but  did  not 
make  any.  The  cause  being  pro- 
secuted to  issue  witnesses  were 
examined  and  upon  the  hearing 
the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  ground  upon  which  the 
bill  was  dismissed  does  not  ap- 
pear. 

In  AUardes  v.  CampbeU,  1  Bar- 
nard, K.  B.  152 ;  S.  C.  Tunu  k 
Russ.  133,  in  the  note,  there  was 
a  reference   under   the  statote, 
which  was  made  a  rule  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench.    There 
were   some   proceedings  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  on  die 
one  hand  to  enforce  the  award, 
and  on  the  other  hand  to  set  it 
aside,  when  it  appeared  that  the 
time  for  objecting  to  the  award 
was  gone  by  (Campbell  t.  Hoar,  I 
Bam.  K.  B.  75).    The  plaintiff 
thereupon  brought  his  bill  in  the 
Eqaity  Exchequer*    The  biU  al- 
leged misbehaviour  in  the  um- 
pire, making  him  a  defendant 
There  was  a  plea  in  bar  to  die 
bill  that  the  umpire  had  made  an 
absolute   and   impartial    award, 
and  that  the  award  was  deUvered 
above  two  terms  before  the  biU 
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Ck)urt  might  set  aside  the 

was    filed.     BamardUton    says 
that  the  principal  question  was 
whether   conrts  of  equity  were 
not  confined  by  the  statute  of 
Wilfiam  to  allow  of  exceptions 
to  awards  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  act  as  well  as  the 
courts  of  common   law.    Chief 
Baron  Sir  Thomas  Pengelly  said 
bis  opinion  was  that  courts  of 
equity  were  not  confined  by  the 
statute  to  allow  of  exceptions  to 
awards  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  act,  as  well  as  courts  of 
common  law.     [This  seems  to 
assume  that,  in  those  cases  in 
which  courts  of  equity  had  been 
accustomed    to    interfere,    there 
was    a    concurrent   jurisdiction 
if  the  bill  was  filed  within  the 
prescribed  time.    See  a  passage 
in   Lord   Eldon's   judgment    in 
Featkerston  ▼.  Cooper,  post,  page 
399.]     He  observed  that  before 
the  statute  agreements  made  in 
any  cause  depending  in  courts  of 
law,  and  afterwards  made  rules 
of  those  courts,  had  equally  the 
advantage  of  that  speedy  remedy, 
which    now     all     extra-judicial 
agreements  might  have  upon  this 
act  of  parliament.    But  yet,  he 
said,  they  were  liable  to  be  in- 
spected by  courts  of  equity,  whe- 
ther they  were  not  attended  with 
circumstances  of  fraud  or  misbe- 
haviour. And  besides,  as  the  law 
then  stood,  if  thotfe  courts  had 
enforced    those    agreements   by 
their  attachments,  for  proper  rea- 
sons   these    courts    [courts    of 
equity]  might  have  granted  their 
injunctions.     That   statute    had 
indeed  made  an  alteration  as  to 
the  conrts  of  equity  in  that  re- 

»  D  D 


award,   notwithstanding   the         18^6. 

spect.  and  ,.id  in  general  that  no  ^"^H^,^^, 
injunction  should  lie  upon  such 
an  attachment,  but  a  bill  to  dis- 
cover  whether    there  was    par- 
tiality in  the  award  or  not,  was 
left  as  it  was  before,  and  would 
not  affect  the  proceedings  upon 
the  atUchment.  The  Chief  Baron 
cited  several   cases,  too,  where 
bills  of  this  nature  had  been  al- 
lowed.    A  cause  in  this  court 
between    Mr.   Reynell    and    his 
ser\'ant8    [Reynell   v.    Luscomb, 
ante,  page  396],  Mullins's  case  for 
carpenter's  wages,  and  one  of  Mr. 
Browam  where  a  submission  was 
made  a  rule  of  court  in  the  Com- 
mon Pleas,  yet  afterwards  this 

court  [the  Court  of  Exchequer] 
examined  into  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  award  which  re- 
lated to  the  partiality  of  it.     [It 

was  not  therefore  a  mere  bill  of 

discovery.]  But  he  said  the  re- 
strictive words  in  the  act  had  one 

good  effect;   that  exceptions  for 

partiality  must  be  taken  within 

the  time  limited  in  those  causes 

[Courts]  where  the    submission 

was    made  a  rule.     The   Chief 

Baron  then  said,  upon  the  reason 

and  authority  of  those  cases,  he 

thought  the  main  objection  was 

then  got  over. — Sir  Bernard  Hale 

and  Sir  John  Comyns  agreed  with 

the  Chief  Baron,  but  Sir  Laurence 

Carter  differed  from  him.     The 

same  case  is  reported  in  Bunbury, 

266,  where  it  is  said  that  Baron 

Hale  doubted. 

The  proceedings  in  this  case  of 
Allardes  v.  Campbell,  are  stated 
in  Turn.  &  Russ.  133,  in  the 
note.  It  is  there  said  that  the 
plea  was  ordered  to  stand  for  an 
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answer,  with  liberty  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  except.  That  exceptions 
were  taken,  and  a  long  answer 
was  put  in ;  but  upon  search  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  cause  was 
eyer  heard. 

Qodfrey  y.  Bercher,  3  Vin.  Ab. 
139>  [See  this  case  stated,  post, 
page  406]  is  the  next  case  to 
AUardu  v.  Campbell;  but  there 
the  submission  had  been  made  an 
order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
In  the  "  NoU"  it  is  said  that  it 
was  urged  that  though  the  time 
limited  by  the  statute  do  elapse 
before  any  complaint,   yet    that 
does  not  oust  the  Court  of  juris- 
diction, and  there  was  power  to 
set  the  award  aside  at  any  time 
for  misbehayiour,  &c.    But  Lord 
King  from  his  remark  upon  Wood 
y.  Periam,  [see  before,  page  396] 
seems  to  haye  thought  that  the  act 
of  parliament  concluded  all  courts 
and  all  manner  of  equity,  &c. 

Spettigue  v.  Carpenter,  3  P. 
Will.  361,  and  Dick.  66,  [see 
this  case  stated,  post,  page  407»] 
follows  Godfrey  v,  Bercher,  But 
there  also  the  submission  was 
made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  We  are  left  in  nn* 
certainty  whether  in  that  case 
Lord  Talbot  would  haye  enter* 
tained  the  bill,  had  the  submission 
been  made  a  rule  of  a  court  of 
common  law. 

In  KampsMre  y.  Young,  2  Atk. 
155,  an  award  had  (under  the 
statute)  been  made  a  rule  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  according 
to  a  submission  for  that  purpose, 
and  an  attachment  had  issued  for 
not  obeying  the  award.  A  bill 
was  thereupon  filed,  suggesting 


fraud  and  corruption  in  the  silii- 
trators,    and    praying   that  tbe 
award  might  be  set  aside.    Then 
was  a  plea  of  the  award.    Lard 
Hardwick  said  to  the  plaintiff** 
counsel.  Why  did  you  not  proceed 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
the  proper  court  to  examine  into 
the  partiality  and  corruption  of 
arbitrators,  which  you  might  haye 
done  by  showing  cause  why  the 
rule  for  an  attachment  on  the 
non-performance    of   the    awiid 
should   not  be  made  absolute? 
His  Lordship  nevertheless  added, 
but  as  the  answer  of  the  defend- 
ant to  this  bin  is  very  loose  sad 
general,  and  there  is  an  expien 
submission  to  amend  any  emr» 
which  the  arbitrators  may  haie 
made  in  respect  to  the  mutual 
accounts  deliyered  in  to  them  by 
the  parties  :  let  the  plea  stand  fiv 
an  answer  with  liberty  to  except 
In  Lord  Lonsdale  v.  LUtledgk, 
2  Yes.  Jun.  453 — Lord  Rosslyn 
said  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court  was  not  barred  by  a  refer- 
ence under  the  statute :  nor  had 
it  eyer  been  so  receiyed ;  for  it  was 
always  part  of  the  rule  at  nisi 
prius   that   the    parties    should 
bring    no    bill   in   equity  either 
against  the   arbitrators  or  each 
other.  That  in  a  late  case  the  award 
was  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  and  no  objection  was 
taken.     That  term  was  part  of 
the  rule.    A  motion  was  made  for 
an  attachment  for  suing  in  tbe 
Court  of  Chancery.    On  the  affi- 
davits made  upon  that  motion  tbe 
Court  thought  there  was  a  dis- 
cretion in  enforcing  that  term  of 
the  rule:  and  that  in  the  par- 
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neceseary  for  him  to  consider  that  point,  because  this  wae         ^^^ 


tkukr  case  that  discretion  ought 
not  to  he  exercised  to  prevent  an 
^plication  to  this  Coort  for  a 
discoTerj,  and  all  the  relief  con- 
saqnenrial  upon  it.  But  that 
heing  a  term  of  the  rule  at  law 
■umifestljT  showed,  there  was  a 
&cretian  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cary,  and  the  only  relief  to  be  had 
if  that  term  was  broken  was,  what 
the  Court  of  law  might  do. 


e- 


In  Feikersione  ▼.  Cooper,  9  Ves. 
67»  the  submission  had  been  made 
a  rule  of  the  Court  of  King's 
la-  Bench,  but  not  until  after  the 
'     award.    There  had  been  an  agree- 
Mn^  ment  between  the  solicitors,  that 
>e   the  arbitrators  should  have  no  in- 
*^  stmctions  in  writings  which  agree- 
f     ment,  it  will  be  seen,  Lord  Eldon 
7*  thought  very  like  a  fraud.    The 
bill  was  to  set  aside  the  award, 
and  for  an  injunction.    The  com- 
mon injunction  having  been  ob- 
tained,    amongst    the    grounds 
shown  for  cause  upon  the  motion 
for  making  absolute  the  order  nisi 
to  dissolve  it,  were  this  agreement 
hetween  the  solicitors^  and  other 
cncnmstances  with  reference  to  the 
conduct  of  the  arbitrators,  which 
dicnmstances,    however,    Vesey 
does   not   state.     Lord    Eldon, 
after  saying  that  it  was  of  no  con- 
sequence that  the  reference  was 
not  made  a  rule  of  court  till  after 
the  award,  said,  that  after  that 
was  done  an  application  might 
have  been  made  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  at  any  time  [before, 
^icJ]  for  the  reasons  in  that  biU. 
For  there  was  no  reason  in  the 
bill  upon  which  the  jurisdiction 
o£  that  Court,  call  it  legal  or 

D  D 


equitable,  would    not    as   much 
attach  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery.    He  did  not 
say  that  Court    [the    Court    of 
Chancery]    had    no  jurisdiction 
during  the  period  [mentioned  in 
the  statute]  in  whidi  an  applica* 
tion  might  be  made  [to  the  Court] 
where  the  reference   was    made 
a    rule  of   court.      But    it  was 
material  whether   the    case  was 
brought  there  [before  him]  upon 
those  grounds,  the  discussion  of 
which  was  peculiar  to  courts  of 
equity,  or    additional    to  those, 
which  might  have  been  stated  to 
the  court  of  law.    Without  say- 
ing that  the  jurisdiction  was  shut 
out,  the  drcnmstance  of  not  ap- 
pljring  to  the  court  of  law  was 
a  fair  ground  for  that  Court  [the 
Coiut  of  Chancery]  to  deal  less 
actively  for  a  person,  who  could 
have  relieved  himself  at  law,  than 
where  the  bill  brought  forward 
additional  grounds,  or  grounds 
peculiar  to  that  Court.    That  the 
agreement  between  the  solicitors 
in  that  case  was  very  like  a  fraud. 
But  upon  those  circumstances  the 
plaintiff  might  have  been  relieved 
at  law.    Arbitrators  must  under- 
stand that  they  were  acting  cor- 
ruptly, acting  as  agents.     Also 
where  they  took  instructions,  or 
talked  with    one   party,  in    the 
absence  of  the  other.    The  Court 
ought  to  be  inclined  to  set  aside 
the  whole.    There  ought  to  be 
the  fullest  commimication.    Yet 
the  party  complaining  ought  to 
be  free  from  blame.    Upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  he  was 
not  called  upon  to  interpose  in 
that  stage. 
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1846.        a  case  in  which  the  agreement  to  refer  had  not  yet  been 


Hbming  v. 
swinnvbton. 


There  is  a  passage  in  the  fore- 
going judgment  of  Lord  Eldon, 
from  which  it  may  perhaps  he 
inferred,  that  at  that  time  he  had 
not  come  to  the  conclusion  that, 
in  certain  cases,  the  Court  of 
Chancery  had  not  a  concurrent 
jurisdiction  during  the  period  in 
which  an  application  might  he 
made  to  the  Court  of  which  the 
submission  was  made  a  rule. 

See  also  a  passage  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Chief  Baron  Sir  Thomas 
Pelgelly  in  Allardes  v.  Campbell^ 
ante,  page  397. 

In  Godfrey  v.  Bercher,  3  Vin. 
Abr.  139  (see  post,  page  406),  it 
was  expressly  noticed  that  the  bill 
was  filed  within  a  few  days  after 
the  making  of  the  award,  so  that 
no  advantage  could  be  taken  of 
not  complaining  within  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  act.  But  in 
that  case  the  submission  was 
made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  the  plaintiff  might 
have  moved  to  have  set  aside  the 
award  in  a  summary  way  under 
the  statute,  if  he  had  not  filed  his 
bill  for  that  purpose.  In  the 
margin  of  the  report  of  Godfrey 
V.  Bercher,  there  is  a  "  quaere," 
whether  in  the  case  of  Ward  v. 
Walker  [^Periam]  the  bill  was  not 
brought  within  the  time  men- 
tioned in  the  statute.  The  order 
on  the  hearing  of  Ward  v.  Periam 
for  further  directions,  printed  in 
Turn.  &  Russ.  131,  in  the  note, 
shows  that  the  bill  was  not 
brought  until  the  time  mentioned 
in  the  statute  had  expired. 

In  Nichols  v.  Chalie,  14  Ves. 
265,  there  were  two  causes  de- 
pending in  this  Court,  when  an 


agreement  was  come  to  for  re- 
ferring all  matters  in  dispute  to 
arbitration.  The  submission  was 
made  an  order  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench.  A  bill  was  filed 
to  set  aside  the  award  upon  the 
ground  of  a  mistake  of  the  law 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  it,  and 
for  an  injunction.  Lord  Eldon 
said  it  was  an  extremely  impor- 
tant case,  and,  without  going  into 
the  particular  circumstances,  there 
might  be  difiiculty  in  supporting 
the  award  if  the  statute  did  not 
form  a  complete  objection.  That 
point  he  could  not  take  upon 
himself  to  determine  from  me- 
mory, for  there  was  no  class  of 
cases,  that  furnished  distinctions 
involved  in  more  difliculty.  Lord 
Eldon  made  some  other  observa- 
tions, which  are  inserted  in  other 
parts  of  these  notes.  He  declined 
to  make  any  order. 

In  Gwineti  v.  Bannister,  14 
Ves.  530,  the  reference  was  under 
the  statute,  and  thesubmissionhad 
been  made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench.  The  biU  charged 
that  the  arbitrators  proceeded 
upon  the  erroneous  statement  of 
an  accountant,  and  that  they  re- 
fused  to  examine  the  plaintiff. 
The  bill  prayed  that  the  award 
might  be  declared  void,  and  also, 
although  it  is  not  stated,  an  in- 
junction against  proceedings  at 
law.  Upon  showing  cause  against 
making  an  order  nisi  for  dissolv- 
ing the  injunction  absolute,  it  was 
said  for  the  plaintifiT  that  it  was 
evident  that  many  cases  occurred, 
in  which  a  court  of  equity  could 
give  relief,  the  ground  of  which 
might  be  in  the  knowledge  of  the 
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made  a  rule  of  court.     That 

parties  only,  and  no  other  court 
coald  compel  a  discovery,    lliat 
it  was  difficult  to  reconcile  the 
two  sections  of  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment unless   they  might  admit 
this  construction,  that  though  the 
application  to  the  court  in  which 
the  reference  was  made  must  take 
place  within    the   limited  time, 
there  was  no  limitation  of  time  to 
an  application  in  any  other  court. 
If,  however,  the  two  sections  of 
the  act  of  parliament  were  not  to 
be  reconciled,  the  established  ju- 
risdiction of  a  court  of  equity  was 
not  taken  away.    That  jurisdic- 
tion remained  after  the  time  given 
by  the  statute  had  expired.    Lord 
Eldon  said  he  had  not  found  from 
bis  own  research  into  authority, 
or  from  the  information  of  others, 
any  instance  in  which  a  court  of 
equity  had  actually  interposed  by 
injunction  to  stay  the  process  of  a 
court  of  law  in  which  the  submis- 
sion was  made  a  rule  of  court.  That 
it  was  very  difficult  to  see  how 
that  could  be  under  the  first  section 
of  the  act.    The  absence  of  au- 
thority was  a  very  considerable 
circumstance  in  that  case.    That 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
parliament  was  expressed  in  very 
singular  terms.     That   he    had 
availed  himself  of  the  opportunity 
of  consulting  some  of  the  judges 
upon  the  subject,  and  their  opi- 
nion seemed  to  be,  as  his  was, 
that    the    statute    did    prohibit 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery. 

ore     Auriol  v.  Smith,  Turn.  &  Russ. 
>>**  121,  is,  perhaps,  the  most  import- 
ant of  the  cases  under  the  present 


it  mifrht  be  remarked  too  that        1846. 

head.    The  reasoning  and  dicta  s^Skrton. 

of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  have,  it  is 

believed,  principally  served  to  ^ 

the  doctrine  of  the  court.    The 

facts   of  Auriol  v.  Smith,  were 

these.    The  defendant  Smith  was 

a  trustee.    There  were  differences 

about  the  accounts,  which  it  was 

agreed  should  be  referred  to  arbi- 
tration,    llie    submission    was 

made  a  rule    of  the  Court   of 

King's  Bench  under  the  statute. 

The  defendant  Smith  was  exa- 
mined before  the  arbitrators,  who 

proceeded  upon  the  statement  of 

certain  stock  transactions  made 

by  him.     After    the    award    it 

turned  out  that  there  had  been 

concealment  or  false  representa- 
tion by  the  defendant  Smith,  as 

regarded  three  items.    The  bill, 

which  was   filed   nearly   twelve 

months  after  the  award,  alleged 

this  discovery  and  did  not  seek 

to  set  aside  the  award  in  toto,  but 

only  to  open  it  with  respect  to 

the  three  items.    On  one  hand 

the  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs 
proved  the  allegation  of  conceal- 
ment or  false  representation  by 
the  defendant  Smith,  as  to  the 
three  items  impeached  by  the  bill. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence 
for  the  defendants  proved  that 
the  facts,  upon  which  the  award 
was  sought  to  be  impeached,  were 
known  to  the  plaintiffs  before  the 
award  was  signed.  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer  said,  upon  the  merits  of 
the  case  there  seemed  to  be  a  very 
fair  ground  for  reviewing  the  ac- 
count as  to  the  three  items  in 
question  :  inasmuch  as  there  had 
been  a  concealment  or  false  repre- 
sentation with  respect  to  those 
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three  items  by  a  trustee,  who  wm 
hound  to  give  a  fair  account  to 
his  cestui  que  trusts  of  the  money 
in  his  hands.  But  the  difficulty, 
which  had  always  struck  him  as 
to  the  proceedings  in  that  case, 
bore  upon  a  question  of  great 
magnitude,  namely,  what  were 
the  grounds  upon  which  the 
Court  was  to  deal  with  awards 
under  the  statute  9  &  10  Will.  3. 
He  had  looked  into  the  authorities 
to  see  whether  the  Court  was  not 
completely  barred  from  giving 
the  relief  prayed  hy  a  bill  to 
rectify  an  award  in  the  case  of  a 
reference  made  under  the  statute, 
where  the  hill  was  filed  after  the 
time  had  elapsed,  within  which 
application  was  under  the  statute 
to  be  made  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  aside  the  award,  if  that 
were  the  nature  of  the  application. 
He  had  been  led  also  to  examine 
whether  an  application  could  be 
made  to  a  court  of  equity  when 
the  submission  to  the  award  was 
made  a  rule  of  another  court;  and 
whether  the  appUcation  conld  be 
made  by  a  bill  to  rectify  and 
supply  the  award  as  to  certain 
selected  items,  in  which  there  had 
been  misrepresentation  and  erro- 
neous conclusion,  leaving  it  to 
stand  as  to  all  the  remainder  of 
the  items.  That  it  was  now 
clearly  settled  that  the  references 
under  the  statute  were  to  be 
governed  by  the  statute :  and  the 
Htatute,  which  had  transferred  the 
jurisdiction  and  given  it  altogether 
to  the  court  of  which  the  submis- 
sion to  the  award  was  made  a  rule, 
had  prescribed  in  what  cases  and 
within  what  period,  if  at  all,  the 


award  was  to  be  set  aside.  Tbe 
principle,  which  was  to  determine 
the  Court  in  carrying  into  execu- 
tion that  very  aalutary  and  im- 
portant act,  was  dear  and  settled. 
It  was  fitting  that  it  shoold  be 
considered,  whether  there  were 
any  spedal  exceptions  to  it.  But 
the  general  principle  was,  that 
where  the  partieehadsdected  their 
own  tribunal,  a  certain  period  of 
time  should  be  given  after  which 
the  award  shall  be  final  and  coii- 
dttsive.  That,  as  he  oonsideied* 
Lord  Eldon  had  clearly  dedded 
that  the  jurisdiction  in  matters  of 
awards  which  took  place  under  the 
statute,  was  altogether  transferred 
by  the  statute  to  the  court  of  which 
the  submission  was  made  a  rule, 
and  that  awards  of  that  nature  must 
be  regulated  by  the  statute  with 
respect  to  the  period  within  which 
application  must  be  made  to  the 
Court  to  set  them  aside.  That  if 
that  was  so  generally  speaking, 
the  question  was  whether  a  bill 
could  be  filed  to  impeach  an 
award  in  part,  to  correct  it  in 
part,  the  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion having  been  made  a  rule  of 
a  court  of  law.  If  the  jurisdiction 
was  a  statutable  jurisdiction  con- 
fined in  the  way  prescribed  hj 
the  statute,  and  the  andent  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity  was 
taken  away  in  cases  c<Mning  under 
the  statute,  the  whole  of  the  sub- 
ject of  the  award  must  be  dealt 
with  entirely  in  the  court  to 
which  the  jurisdiction  was  gives, 
and  any  other  court  had  no  juris- 
diction over  it.  Then  if  upon 
any  ground  a  party  had  a  right 
to  complain  of  the  decision  of  the 
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oery,  and  not  of  a  court  of  common  law.     That  might  be  a         l^M. 


ubitrator — upon  what  principle 
had  he  a  right  to  come  to  any 
odier  court,  that  had  not  a  juria- 
dietion  ?  It  was  said,  that  fraud 
constituted  an  exception — that  it 
was  against  conscience  for  the 
party  to  insist  upon  such  an 
award,  and  that,  therefore,  though 
undoubtedly  parties  were  limited 
m  general  within  the  period  limi- 
ted by  the  statute,  and  to  the 
Court  that  had  jurisdiction  over 
tiie  award,  yet  in  a  case  like  that 
before  him  where  it  was  against 
conscience,  and  where  the  dis- 
covery could  not  he  made  in  time, 
there  ought  to  be  an  exception. 
It  would  not  be  necessary  to 
decide  that  point  then,  but  at  the 
same  time  it  became  the  Court  to 
consider  the  difficulty,  which 
would  arise  out  of  such  a  pro- 
poeition.  Suppose  corruption  was 
imputed  to  the  arbitrators — ^had 
the  party  in  that  case  a  right 
to  apply  to  a  court  of  equity,  cor- 
mption  being  one  of  the  cases  in 
which  it  was  expressly  stated  the 
party  was  to  apply  to  the  Court  of 
which  the  submission  was  made  a 
rule?  Did  subsequently  disco- 
yered  corruption  transfer  the 
jurisdiction  ?  Why  was  not  the 
party  equally  to  apply  to  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  of  a  Court 
of  law  upon  the  ground  of  subse- 
quently discovered  corruption  ? 
One  Court  had  as  much  jurisdic- 
tion as  another  Court,  and  there 
was  no  necessity  for  appl3ring  to 
a  court  of  equity,  supposing  either 
Court  could  in  such  cases  enter- 
tain  jurisdiction.  At  the  same 
time  it  was  obvious  that  if  excep- 
tions to  the  statute  were  to  be 


permitted  upon  the  ground    of  SwnmawoK. 
subsequently  discovered  corrup- 
tion, all  the  evUs  would  be  kt  in, 
which  were  meant  by  the  statute  to 
be  prevented,  the  statute  having 
givena  time  within  which  discovery 
of  corruption  should  be  available. 
It  was  not,  in  his  opinion,  neces« 
sary  to  decide  that  question  upon 
that  occasion,  because  even  if  it 
was  admitted  that  a  party  could 
in  any  case  impeach  an  award 
alter  the  period  had  elapsed  on 
the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
fraud  or  corruption,  he  was  cer- 
tainly bound  to  show  that  it  was 
a   new  discovery,  and   further, 
that  with  diligence  he  could  not 
have  discovered  it  before.    Could 
it  be  said  that  throughout  the 
whole  period  of  time  that  case 
was    before  the  arbitrators    the 
plaintiffs  could  not  with  due  dili- 
gence have  discovered  in  what 
manner  the  stock  in  question  had 
been  dealt  with  ?    That  was  not 
a  case  in  which  subsequent  dis- 
covery was  proved  to  have  been 
made  by  the  parties,  but  on  the 
contrary  the  discovery  was  made 
in  part,  at  least,  previous  to  the 
award,  and  at  all  events  the  plain- 
tiffs might  have  applied  to  the 
Court  within  the  time  limited  by 
the  statute    on   the  ground  on 
which  they  then  complained.   But 
that  was  not  all  the  difficulty  the 
plaintiffs  had  to   contend  with. 
The    application    was    perfectiy 
new,  it  was  such  au  application 
as  he  never  remembered  to  have 
been  made,  even  in  due  time  and 
to  the  proper  tribunal.     Here  was 
an  award,  which  upon  the  face  of 
it,  was  perfectly  good,  final,  and 
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SwixNKRTON.    complete.    It  directed  an  entire 

sum  to  be  paid.  It  did  not  upoD 
the  face  of  it  distinguish  how 
much  arose  from  one  head  and 
how  much  from  the  other.  Was 
it  competent  then  to  a  party  to 
set  it  aside  in  part  and  to  leave  it 
to  stand  in  part  ?  Could  that  be 
done  in  reference  to  an  entire 
subject  like  that  before  him? 
There  were  cases  in  which  an 
award  might  be  good  in  part  and 
bad  in  part,  but  those  were  cases 
in  which  the  subject  appeared 
clearly  capable  of  being  separated; 
where,  for  instance,  the  arbitrator 
exceeded  his  authority  in  one 
subject,  or  proceeded  to  another 
which  he  had  no  power  to  award. 
But  was  there  ever  a  case  heard 
of  in  which  it  was  said,  that  where 
all  the  items  of  an  account  were 
within  the  submission,  and  the 
arbitrators  having  properly  exer- 
cised their  jurisdiction  upon  the 
subject,  pronounced  one  entire 
sum  to  be  due,  and  declared  that 
upon  payment  of  that  sum  all  ac- 
counts should  close,  the  award 
should  be  bad  as  to  some  of  the 
items,  which  were  not  before  the 
arbitrators  in  the  view  in  which 
they  were  afterwards  presented  to 
the  Court  ?  In  such  a  case  the 
Court  would  have  in  the  first 
place  to  analyse  the  entire  sum 
awarded  to  discover  how  much  of 
it  was  composed  of  the  items 
compl^ned  of,  and  to  cut  it  down 
to  a  different  sum.  That  it  was 
impossible  then  to  let  the  award 
stand  as  an  award  of  particular 
items  of  an  account,  where  the 
arbitrators  had  incorporated  all 
into  one  entire  sum  without  stating 


upon  the  fs^ct  of  the  award  the 
manner  in  which  they  made  up 
that  sum;  and  the  arfottratois 
having  stated  as  the  conditioii 
that  the  award  should  be  final,  it 
was  impossible  for  the  parties  to 
take  one  part  of  that  sum  and 
leave  the  account  open  as  to  the 
rest;  they  must  make  their  election, 
and  either  seek  to  set  aside  the 
award  in  toto,  or  leave  it  as  it 
was.  Had  they  in  the  proper 
time  applied  to  the  Court  they 
might  on  the  ground  of  finaod 
have  impeached  part  of  it,  and 
that  woidd  have  had  the  effect  of 
impeaching  it  in  toto ;  but  it  wis 
impossible  to  separate  such  an 
award,  to  make  it  good  in  part 
and  bad  in  part,  when  it  was  en- 
tire upon  the  face  of  it.  These 
were  the  difficulties  that  had  im- 
pressed his  mind.  He  had  en- 
deavoured most  anxiously  to  dis- 
cover some  principle  upon  which 
he  could  declare  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  relief;  but 
when  the  bill  was  to  have  an  ac- 
count taken  of  partial  items,  when 
it  was  filed  in  a  court  that  had 
not  jurisdiction,  when  it  was  filed 
af^er  the  time  limited  by  the  sta- 
tute had  elapsed,  and  when  the 
plaintiffs  did  not  make  out,  that 
the  fraud  upon  which  they  pro- 
ceeded was  discovered  posterior 
to  the  time  at  which  resort  ought 
to  have  been  had  to  a  court  of 
justice,  he  thought  it  would  be 
going  beyond  what  had  ever  been 
done  in  any  case,  and  lead  to 
infinite  mischief  if  such  an  award 
could  be  disturbed  in  this  coort. 
He  was  clearly  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  upon  that  ground  the 
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relief  prayed  by  the  bill  could  not 
be  gnnttd,  and  the  bill  must  be 
diamissed. 

It  may,  perhaps,  be  thought  at 
first  that  some  of  the  foregoing 
extracts  might  have  been  spared. 
But  on  reflection  it  will  be  found 
that  it  was  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  note  to  state  all  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment rests. 

From  this  decree  the  plaintiffs 
appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
Lord  Eldon  noticed  first  the  ar- 
guments in  support  of  the  appeal, 
and  then  the  answers  given  to 
them  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer. 
Hie  judgment  of  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer  set  forth  above  will  give 
a  suflicient  notion  of  the  argu- 
ments and  answers.  Lord  Eldon 
■aid  that  on  the  ground  of  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer's  answers  to  the 
aiguments,  and  upon  other 
grounds,  he  felt  himself  unable 
to  struggle  against  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer's  decree,  and  therefore, 
though  not  without  reluctance, 
he  affirmed  it. 


1  Whenever  a  case  shall  occur,  in 
:     which  fraud  or  corruption  shall 

be  discovered  after  the  penod  has 

elapsed  for  applying  under  the 
y    statute  to  the  Court,  of  which  the 

aubmission  has  been  made  a  rule, 
on  to  set  aside  the  award,  and  there 
cd  shall  be  proof  that  such  fraud  or 

corruption  could  not  with  due 
\fj  diligence  have  been  sooner  known, 
ite  the  writer  can  hardly  think  the 

e  award,  and  there  Ib  proof  that, 
5  diligence,  such  fraud  or  corrup- 
Id  not  have  been  sooner  known. 


Court  of  Chancery  will  repudiate 
the  jurisdiction.  Where  there 
was  corruption  or  undue  practice 
the  Court  of  Chancery  interfered 
until  prohibited  by  the  statute. 
Should  a  case  arise  to  which  that 
prohibition  cannot  be  considered 
as  meant  to  extend,  why  should 
the  Court  not  entertain  it  ?  As- 
sume, what  may,  however,  admit 
of  much  doubt,  that  to  use  the 
language  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer, 
a  party  can  apply  to  the  equitable 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  law  upon 
the  ground  of  subsequently  dis- 
covered corruption— assume  that 
a  court  of  law,  which  undoubtedly 
does  in  many  instances  exercise 
an  equitable  jurisdiction,  will  ex* 
tend  that  jurisdiction  to  a  case  of 
corruption  and  undue  means  dis- 
covered after  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  statute  for  applying  to  set 
aside  the  award  is  gone  by — and 
assume  that  those  Courts  shall  be 
able  to  adjudicate  upon  such  a 
case  as  satisfactorily  as  the  Court 
of  Chancery — yet  why  should  not 
the  Court  of  Chancery  exercise 
a  concurrent  jurisdiction  ?  If  it 
shall  decline  to  exercise  a  con- 
current jurisdiction  in  this  in- 
stance,  why  should  it  continue  to 
exercise  it  in  so  many  other  in- 
stances ?  No  small  portion  of 
our  suits  involve  matters,  which 
may  be  equally  discussed  in  courts 
of  common  law.  These  matters 
are  indeed  mostly  brought  into 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  because 
its  machinery  is  more  convenient 
for  dealing  with  them  than  the 
machinery  of  the  common  law 
courts.  But  there  are  matters,  to 
which  the  machinery  of  courts  of 
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bill  (a).     This  point  also  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to 
consider.     It  might  be  admitted  that  there  was  no  diffn^- 


CaseSy  in  which 
the  submisnon 
having  been 
made  a  rule  of 
the  Court  of 
Chancery,  a  bill 
has  been  filed 
to  set  aside  the 
award. 


common  law  may  be  applied  with 
as  much  efl&cacy  as  the  machinery 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  yet 
the  latter  scruples  not  to  adjudi- 
cate on  such  matters.  Uniformity 
in  the  application  of  principle 
would  require  that  all  such  mat- 
ters should  be  banished  from  the 
Court  of  Chancery. 

There  is  the  note  of  a  case  from 
which  it  may  be  presumed  that 
Lord  Macclesfield  would  have 
hesitated  to  concur  in  the  re- 
marks of  Sir  Thomas  Plumer. 
In  Coxeter  v.  Anderson^  3  Vin. 
Abr.  134,  Lford  Macclesfield  said 
that  the  Court  of  Chancery  will 
not  relieve  when  the  matter  has 
been  examined  by  another  court 
that  had  jurisdiction,  unless  the 
equity  be  that  some  matter  of 
fraud  in  the  award  has  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  party  since 
the  former  examination,  which 
did  not  appear  before  the  other 
court. 

(a)  Godfrey  v.  Beroker,  3  Vin. 
Abr.  1 39,  seems  to  have  been  a  case 
in  which  the  bill  was  entertained 
by  Lord  King,  notwithstanding 
the  submission  was  under  the 
statute.  It  is  thus  stated : — Bill 
was  for  an  account  and  to  im- 
peach an  award  made  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  Bercher, 
touching  a  partnership  in  bu3ring 
and  selling  diamonds  in  France, 
in  1719 :  and  the  bill  was  against 
the  arbitrators  as  well  as  the 
party.  Defendant  Bercher  (the 
party)a8  to  the  account, &c.,pleads 
the  award,  &c. ;  and  the  arbitra- 
tors as  to  a  discovery  of  several 
particulars  prayed  by  the  bill,  and 
as  to  any  relief  against  them  plead 


the  submisnon,  and  that  by  con- 
sent it  was  made  an  order  of  thia 
Court,    &c.      Lord    ChaneeUor 
allowed  the  plea  of  die  party  of 
the  award  to  the  aeoouiit»  ftc, 
but  overruled  the  plea  of  the  ar- 
bitrators as  covering  too  modi 
(vb.)   several   particiilara  whidi 
might  tend  to  show  a  partiality, 
&c.    in    their    proceedings,   &c 
The  report  proceeds : — Nota  in 
debate  of  the  ease,  it  was  argued 
that  an  award  made  upon  a  sob- 
mission  pursuant  to  the  statnti 
W.  III.  could  not  be  set  anuk^ 
but  for  partiality  or  corruptiQa 
in  the  arbitrators  complained  of 
within  two  terms  [before  the  end 
of  the  term  next]  after  the  award 
made;  and  in  the  present  case» 
though  tiie  act  of  parliament  was 
not  particularly  relied  upon,  yet 
it  appeared  that  the  sabmissioB 
was  made  an  order  of  diis  Coort, 
and  that  was  said  to  be  sufficient 
to   bring  it  within  the  statute. 
But  the  bill  was  filed  within  a  few 
days  after,  so  that  no  advantage 
could  be  taken  of  not  complaining 
according  to  the  act  within  two 
terms,  &c. :  and  it  was  urged  that 
though  the  two  terms  do  elapse 
before   any  complaint,   yet  tiiat 
does  not  oust  tlus  Court  of  juris- 
diction and   power   to    set   the 
award  aside  at  any  time  for  mi^ 
behaviour,  &c. 

This  case  is  only  an  authority 
for  the  Court  interfering  by  bill» 
provided  the  bill  be  filed  befoie 
the  expiration  of  the  time  men- 
tioned in  the  statute.  After  the 
words  in  the  "  Nota"  that  the  Inll 
was  filed  ^thin  a  few  days  after 
the  time  mentioned  in  the  atatote 
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ence,  whether  the  submission  under  the  statute  was  to  be 
made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of 


1846. 


and  it  was  urged  that  though  the 
two  terms  do  elapse  before  any 
complaint,  yet  that  does  not  oust 
this  Court  of  jurisdiction :  it  is 
said  [m  language  not  very  ac- 
curate] a  case  of  Ward  r.  Walker 
was  cited  by  Mr.  Attomey-Gene- 
ral»  of  an  award  to  set  aside 
by  Lord  Macclesfield,  which  had 
been  made  under  a  submission 
a  rule  of  court.  But  Lord  Chan- 
cellor seemed  to  doubt  of,  as 
thinking  the  act  of  parhament 
giving  two  terms,  &c.,  concluded 
all  courts  and  all  manner  of 
equity,  &c.  [See  before,  page 
396.] 

In  Spetiiffue  v.  Carpenter,  3  P* 
Will  361,  S.  C.  Dick.  66,  the 
•abmission  was  under  the  statute. 
There  were  several  stated  accounts 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, but  the  arbitrator  made 
up  an  account  in  his  own  way, 
although  the  plaintiff  understand- 
ing what  award  the  arbitrator  was 
about  to  make,  desired  him  to 
defier  making  the  award  until  the 
plaintiff  should  know  what  ob- 
jections there  were  against  the 
stated  accounts.  The  submission 
was  confirmed  by  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  [was  made  an 
order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery] 
but  such  confirmation  was  after 
the  award  was  made.  The  bill 
was  brought  to  be  relieved  against 
the  award,  charging  that  the  same 
was  obtained  by  corruption.  •  For 
the  defendant  it  was  insisted  that 
this  submission  being  confirmed 
by  an  order  of  the  Court  pursiumt 
to  the  statute  of  W.  III.,  it  could 
not  be  set  aside  but  for  corruption 
or  tome  other  undue  means  i  and 


Chancery,  or  of  a  court  of  Hbmixo*. 

SwunfUBTOM. 

that  in  point  of  time  the  party 
was  confined  to  make  bis  com- 
plaint even  as  to  that  before  the 
end  of  the  next  term  after  the 
award  was  made.  Lord  Talbot 
said  that  within  the  act  the  con- 
firmation must  be  prior  to  the 
making  of  the  award.  That  in 
the  case  before  him  it  was  im- 
possible for  the  party  to  apply 
within  a  term  after  the  award 
made,  because  the  submission 
was  not  confirmed  by  an  order  of 
this  Court  until  the  end  of  the 
next  term  after  making  the  award. 
That  with  respect  to  the  reasons 
allowed  by  the  act  for  setting 
aside  the  award,  they  were  cor- 
ruption or  other  undue  means. 
Now  it  was  acting  unduly  to  pro- 
ceed in  making  the  award  when 
the  plaintiff  had  desired  to  be 
heard  against  the  arbitrator  de- 
termining in  contradiction  to  so 
many  stated  accounts :  and  for- 
asmuch as  there  seemed  to  be 
just  ground  for  the  plaintiff  to 
desire  to  be  heard,  and  in  regard 
it  would  be  difiicult  to  assign 
a  reason  for  rejecting  so  many 
stated  accounts,  so  lately  allowed 
and  passed  between  both  the  sub- 
mitting parties,  the  Court  set 
aside  the  award  with  costs. 

The  student  will  remark  that 
it  does  not  appear  whether  Lord 
Talbot  would  have  considered 
that  the  filing  of  a  bill  was  the 
proper  mode  of  proceeding,  sup- 
posing the  submission  had  been 
made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chan« 
eery  before  the  end  of  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute. 
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Hbmingv.  reference  was  mider  the  statute  and  the  submission  was 
SwiMNERTON.    jjjadc  a  rule  of  a  court  of  common  law,  you  could  only  set 


Question 
whether  Har- 
court  ▼.  Ramt' 
bottom,  MS. 
Cases,  and  1 
Jac.  &  Walk. 
505,can  be  pro- 
perly placed 
under  the 
present  head. 


In  Har court  v.  Ramghottom, 
MS.  Cases,  S.  C.  1  Jac.  &  Walk. 
505,  the  plaintiff  was  largely  in- 
debted to  the  defendants,  and  in 
1815  had  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment to  convey  to  them  certain 
estates,  considerably  incumbered, 
upon  trust  to  sell  the  same  for 
payment  of  the  amount  of  the 
debt,  lliere  was  a  cause  and  a 
cross  cause  in  this  court  respect- 
ing this  agreement.  After  some 
proceedings  it  was  agreed  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants 
that  all  matters  in  difference 
should  be  referred  to  the  arbitra- 
tion of  Mr.  Cook,  who  was  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  the  debt, 
and  after  the  award  the  estates 
were  to  be  sold  to  pay  such 
amount.  In  case  any  thing 
should  happen  to  prevent  Mr. 
Cooke  from  acting,  Mr.  Montagu 
and  Mr.  Rose  were  to  name  an 
arbitrator  in  his  place.  The  sub- 
mission was  to  be  made  a  rule  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  The 
submission  was  made  a  rule  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  accord- 
ingly. Mr.  Cooke  being  abroad, 
Mr.  Cullen  was  nominated  to  act 
as  the  arbitrator  in  his  place. 
The  plaintiff  being  dissatisfied 
with  the  proceedings  of  the  arbi- 
trator revoked  the  agreement  to 
refer.  Mr.  Cullen  nevertheless 
made  his  award,  fixing  the  amount 
due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendants at  a  sum  exceeding 
30,000/.  The  defendants  were 
about  to  sell  the  estates  for  pay- 
ment of  this  amount  when  the 
present  bill  was  filed.  ITie  bill 
complained  of  the  proceedings 


under  the  reference  and  insisted 
that  the  arbitrator's  authority  was 
determined  by  the  revocation,  and 
it  prayed  that  the  award  might 
be  set  aside  and  an  iojnnctton 
against  the  sale  of  the  estates. 
An  injunction  had  been  obtained 
ex  parte  and  this  was  a  motion  to 
dissolve  it.  Lord  Eldon  said  the 
question  was  whether  this  ex 
parte  injunction  to  restrain  the 
sale  of  the  estates  ou^ht  to  be 
continued.  He  then  minutely 
examined  all  the  transactions 
between  the  pluntiff  and  the  de- 
fendants commencing  in  the  year 
1811,  and  said  that  it  might  be  a 
hardship  on  the  plaiotiff  that  the 
estates  should  be  sold,  as  they 
were  greatly  incumbered,  and  it 
was  plain  that  they  could  not  be 
brought  to  an  advantageous  sale. 
He  was  by  no  means  clear  that 
the  Court  would  have  compelled 
the  plaintiff  to  perform  the  award. 
But  the  plaintiff  had  put  it  ont  of 
the  power  of  the  Court  to  assist 
him.  He  had  revoked,  or  at 
least  endeavoured  to  revoke,  the 
submission;  as  to  the  effect  of 
what  had  been  done  in  that  re- 
spect he  would  say  nothing.  Hav- 
ing done  so,  how  could  the  plain- 
tiff come  to  the  Court  for  relief? 
He  had  broken  his  engagement 
He  ought  to  have  gone  on  under 
the  reference.  Such  a  person 
was  not  entitled  to  any  indul- 
gence, and  the  Court  ought  not 
to  interfere  to  prevent  the  sale 
under  such  circumstances.  He 
did  not  mean  to  say  that  he 
would  not  prevent  the  defendants 
from   taking  advantage   of  any 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM. 


409 


«rd  aside  by  a  summary  application  in  the  matter  of        1846. 


;  that  80  where  the  reference  was  under  the  statute,  hbhing  v. 
le  submission  was  made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chan-  Swinnerton. 
rou  could  only  set  aside  the  award  by  a  summary  ap- 
on  in  the  matter  of  the  award.     That  it  was  not. 


I  tbere  might  be  in  the 
lings.  But  then  a  fair 
oght  to  be  made.  What 
!n  asked  of  him  was  that 
\  1820  he  should  put  the 
r  and  the  defendant  in 
ae  situation  as  they  were 
.  There  was  no  affidavit 
plaintiff  admitting  or  ac- 
dging  what  was  due. 
ihing  was  to  be  left  in  its 
state  of  uncertainty.  Un- 
ere  was  some  offer  the 
could  not  interfere.  No 
eing  offered^  an  order  was 
>  dissolve  the  injunction. 
ler  the  manuscript  nor 
Dted  report  contains  any 
)f  the  objection  to  a  pro- 

by  bill  to  set  aside  an 
DQade  a  rule  of  the  Court 
icery.  But  the  revocation 
eculiarity  in  the  case,  and 

be  doubted  whether  it 
properly  placed  under  the 
head. 

by  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42, 
I  such  a  case  the  agree- 
)  refer  cannot  be  revoked 
leave  of  the  Ck)urt. 


tndent  should  be  informed 
withstanding  the  language 
I  Talbot  in  Spettigue  v. 
er,  (see  before,  page 
t  has  been  long  settled 
I  submission  may  be  made 
f  court  after  the  publica- 
the  award.  Lord  Eldon 
d»  6  Ves.  10,  that  he  did 
ok  that  the  case  of  Spet* 


tigue  V.  Carpenter  did  necessarily 
decide  this  point,  that  the  sub- 
mission could  not  be  made  a  rule 
of  court  after  the  publication  of 
the  award.  He  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  aware  of  the  report 
in  Dickens.  Dickens  says  the 
award  was  made  on  the  7th  of 
Oct.  1731,  and  that  the  submis- 
sion bonds  were  made  an  order  of 
court  the  9th  of  Nov.  1732,  and 
that  Lord  Talbot  said  it  was  not 
within  the  statute  to  make  a  bond 
of  submission  an  order  of  court 
after  the  award  was  made.  And 
therefore  he  decreed  that  the 
award  should  be  set  aside  and 
the  submission  bond  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  all 
proceedings  at  law  on  the  bond 
or  under  the  order  of  the  9th  of 
Nov.  1732  should  be  stayed. 

Amongst  other  cases  showing 
that  it  has  long  been  settled  that 
the  submission  may  be  made  a 
rule  of  court  after  the  publication 
of  the  award,  see  Poumall  v.  King, 
6  Ves.  10;  Fetherstone  v.  Cooper, 
9  Ves.  Gi*!i  and  Smith  v.  Sgmes,  5 
Madd.  74.  In  Lewis  v.  Eley,  1 
C.  P.  Coop.  501,  where  after 
arbitrators  had  published  their 
award  there  was  a  motion  that 
pursuant  to  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  the  submis- 
sion might  be  made  a  rule  of 
court.  Sir  John  Leach  said — there 
are  some  old  decisions  that  you 
cannot  do  this  after  the  award; 
but  the  recent  authorities  are  the 
other  way. 
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however,  requisite  for  him,  as  he  had  already  said,  to 
consider  whether,  where  the  submissioii  under  the  statole 
was  actually  made  a  rule  of  a  court  of  common  law, 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  was  taken  away ;  nor  was 
it  necessary  for  him  to  consider  whether,  where  the  sub- 
mission under  the  statute  was  actually  made  a  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  a  party  might  not,  if  he  thought  fit, 
file  his  bill  to  set  aside  the  award  instead  of  making  a  sum- 
mary application.  That  he  should  decide  the  case  upon  an- 
other ground.  Here  all  rested  in  agreement.  The  submis- 
sion had  not  been  made  a  rule  of  court,  and  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  over  the  award  was  not  therefore  taken  away  (a). 
The  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 


Former  doc- 
trine that  the 
Court  had  jurU- 
dictioii  where 
the  sohmission 
had  not 
actnaUy  been 
made  a  role  of 
Court  under 
the  statute. 


(a)  In  Steff  v.  Andrews^  2 
Madd.  6,  there  was  a  bill  to  set 
aside  an  award,  and  for  an  in- 
junction— the  arbitrator  having 
mistaken  a  plain  point  of  law. 
The  defendant  pleaded  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  that  the  sub- 
mission to  the  award  should  be 
made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas.  Sir  Thomas  Pluroer 
said  that  a  mere  submission  to 
make  an  award  a  rule  of  court  is 
unimportant,  unless  it  actually 
was  made  a  rule  of  court.  That 
if  it  was  made  a  rule  of  court  this 
Court  could  not  act.  The  juris- 
diction would  be  transferred  to 
the  court  in  which  the  submis- 
sion was  made  a  rule.  But  if  the 
submission  was  not  acted  upon, 
no  other  court  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion. No  process  of  contempt 
lay.  It  was  the  same  as  if  no 
such  submission  had  been  made. 

In  Goodman  v.  Sayers,  MS. 
Cases;  S.  C.  2  Jac.  &  Walk. 
249>  differences  arose  between  the 
plaintiff*  and  the  defendant  Say- 
ers  as  to  certain  partnership  trans- 
actions, which  they  agreed  to 
refer  to  the  arbitration  of  the  de- 


fendants Newland    and  Cooper 
and  one  Hobbs,  and  it  was  agreed 
that  the  submission  should  be 
made  a  rule   of   the  Court  oC 
Queen's  Bench.    The  sabmissioo 
was  not,  however,  made  a  mk  oC 
the    Court   of   Queen's   Bench. 
There  was  a  question  of  a  cargo 
which   the  defendants  Nendand 
and  Cooper  thought  they  ought 
to  entertain.     The   other  arbi- 
trator, Hobbs,  differed  from  them. 
The    defendants    Newland    and 
Cooper  proceeded  to  make  the 
award  alone,  and  they  signed  it 
without  giving  notice  to  Hobbs, 
and  by  it  they  directed  the  plain- 
tiff' to  pay  to  the  defendant  Say- 
ers  a  sum  of  money.    The  plain- 
tiff*  having  refused    to    comply 
with  the   award,  the  defendant 
Sayers    commenced    an    action 
against  him  upon  the  arbitration 
bond,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiC 
being  informed  by  his  sohdtor 
that  he  had  no  remedy,  paid  the 
money.    The  bill  imputed  par- 
tiality and  misconduct  to  the  d^ 
fendants  Newland  and  Cooper, 
and  prayed  that  the  award  m^ 
be  set  aside  and  that  the  defeod- 
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The  defendant  appealed  from  the  order  overruling  the   ,     ^^^*     ^ 
demurrer.  Hbmino  •. 

For  the  appellant  it  was  said  that  the  Vice-Chancellor     ^"'*" 


sot  SayerB  iiii|(ht  be  restrained 
from  making  the  submiasion  a 
nde  of  court.     The  three  arbi- 
trators and  other  persons  were, 
It  fpreat  length  examined  as  wit- 
neaaea  opon  the  merits.    At  the 
hearing  of  the  cause  it  was  said 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  in 
the  late  cases  before  Lord  Eldon 
the  award  had  been  made  a  rule 
of  court — but  that  in  the  present 
caae  the  award  had  not  been  made 
a  rule  of  court,  and  therefore  no 
difficulty  arose  from  the  statute. 
That  the  statute  did  not,  in  cases 
in  which  the  award  had  not  been 
made  a  rule  of  court,  interfere 
with  the  equitable  jurisdiction. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendant  no 
objection    seems    to    have  been 
lataed  by  reason  of  the  agreement 
that  the  submission  should    be 
made  a  rule    of   the  Court    of 
King's     Bench.      Sir    Thomas 
Plomer  examined  all  the  facts  of 
the  case  in  the  detail  usual  with 
him.     He  said  that  in  letting  in 
evidence  of  the  merits  he  never 
permitted  it  for  the  purpose  of 
ahowing  what  the  merits  were: 
but  only  so  far  as  such  evidence 
might  tend  to  prove  such  a  case 
of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the 
arbitrators    as    would    give    the 
Court  jurisdiction.     He  thought 
the  question  as  to  the  cargo  was 
properly  entertained  by  the  arbi- 
tntora.     He  thought  the  defend- 
ants Newland  and  Cooper  did  not 
act  irregularly  under  the  circum- 
atances  in  not  citing  Hobbs  when 
they  met  to  sign  their  award. 
The  voluntary  payment  he  was  of 
opinion  waa  aufficient  to  preclude 


the  plaintiff  from  relief  in  this 
court.  He  could  see  no  reason 
to  impute  to  the  arbitrators,  the 
defendants  Newland  and  Cooper, 
corruption,  partiality,  or  any 
other  misconduct.  On  the 
ground  of  jurisdiction  he  thought 
the  Court  was  precluded  from 
inquiring  into  the  merits.  The 
bill  was  dismissed. 

In  Anon,  v.  MilU,  17  Ves.  419> 
a  case  prior  to  the  two  cases  just 
stated,  a  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside 
an  award  made  under  the  statute. 
The  hill  alleged  misconduct  of 
the  arbitrators  in  not  giving  time 
for  the  examination  of  the  wit- 
nesses, and  also  an  excess  of  au- 
thority upon  the  face  of  the 
award.  After  the  bill  was  filed 
the  submission  was  made  a  rule 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 
The  plaintiff  moved  for  an  in- 
junction. Sir  Samuel  Romilly 
was  one  of  the  counsel  in  support 
of  the  motion.  It  was  said  for 
the  plaintiff  that  an  objection 
would  be  taken  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion upon  the  authority  of  some 
cases  recently  decided.  But  that 
in  those  cases  the  reference  had 
been  made  a  rule  of  the  court  of 
law  before  the  bill  filed.  In  that 
instance  that  was  done  after  the 
bill  filed  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
ousting  the  jurisdiction,  which, 
having  once  attached  by  the 
laches  of  the  defendant  omitting 
to  make  the  award  a  rule  of  court, 
could  not  be  affected  by  any  sub- 
sequent act.  The  case  was  de- 
cided by  Lord  Eldon  upon  an- 
other ground. 
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1846.        had  proceeded  upon  the  grounds  he  had  taken  in  Nkhoh 
Hemingv.        ^*  Hoe  (a).    That  decision  had  been  overruled  by  Lord 

Brougham,  who  had  expressly  determined  that  it  made 
no  difference,  that  the  bill  was  filed  before  the  submission 
was  made  a  rule  of  court.  His  Lordship  was  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  jurisdiction  of  every  court  was  excluded, 
except  that  of  which  the  submission  was  to  be  made  a  rule. 
That  the  plaintiff^  if  he  had  any  ground  for  setting  aside 
the  award,  should  have  immediately  made  the  submission 
a  rule  of  this  Court  under  the  statute,  according  to  the 
agreement,  and  then  he  might  in  due  time  have  applied 
by  motion  to  this  Court  in  the  matter  of  the  award. 
That  was  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding  when  the 
submission  was  agreed  to  be  made  a  i*ule  of  this  Court 
under  the  statute.  That  it  was  true  that  Lord  Rosslvn 
had  in  Lord  Lonsdale  v.  Littledale  (b)  said  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  by  bill  was  not  barred  by  a 
reference  under  the  statute,  even  where  the  submission  was 
a  rule  of  a  court  of  common  law.  But  that  was  an  extra-judi- 
cial dictum.  That  the  reference  there  was  by  an  order  of  th( 
Court  of  King'*s  Bench  in  an  action  there  depending.  The^^  e 
arbitrator  was  substituted  for  the  jury.  It  was  not  unde^  •— r 
the  statute.  That  since  Lord  Rosslvn^s  time  it  had  beec^r^^n 
determined  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  was  takeK"  ^n 
away.  Lord  Eldon  in  Nichols  v.  Chalie  (c)  had  nearly  -*^y 
overruled  Lord  Rosslyn''s  dictum,  and  in  Crwinett  v.  Jfii infra  ^r 
ter  (d)  he  overruled  it  altogether.  That  it  had  been  intr  ^i- 
mated  that  another  point  would  be  made  on  the  part  (^  of 
the  respondent,  which  had  not  been  made  in  the  cou^  ^flirt 
below.  It  had  been  intimated  that  it  would  be  ai-gue^^^ed 
that  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  not  a  court  of  record  ^^rd 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  A  reference  to  tvr^^'  wo 
cases,  Pownall  v.  King  («),  and  in  the  matter  of  Josep^^spk 
and  Webster  (/),  would  show  that  no  such  point  could  W  be 
sustained. 

(c)  5  Sim.  156;  3Myl.  8c  K.44I.  (rf)  )4  Ves.  530. 

(ft)  2  Vc8.  J.  451.  (e)  6  Ves.  10. 

(c)  14  Vei.  265.  (/)  1  Run.  &  Myl.  496. 
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For  the  respondent  it  was  contended  that  the  Vice-        1846. 
Chancellor  was  right,  the  submission  not  having  been  hbmingv. 
made  an  order  of  Court.     That  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  Swinnerton. 
not  a  court  of  record  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
a  point  that  was  not  made  before  the  Vice-chancellor. 
Besides,  why  sliould  not  the  Court  exercise  its  jurisdic- 
tion in  cases  under  the  statute,  as  well  as  in  cases  not 
under  the  statute!    At  all  events  the  agreement  being 
that  the  submission  should  be  made  a  rule  not  of  a  court 
of  conmion  law,  but  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  a  party 
aggrieved  by  the  award  was  not  compelled  to  apply  in 
a  summary  way   under   the   statute,    but    might,   if  he 
thought  fit,  file  a  bill. 

Mr.  James  Parker^  Mr.  RoU^  Mr.  Wright^  and  Mr. 
Danielle  were  the  counsel  engaged. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  the  question  was  whether  the 
Court  had  any  jurisdiction  to  interfere  by  way  of  bill.  The 
reference  was  not  by  order  of  the  Court  in  the  suit,  but  it 
was  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties  out  of  the  suit.  That 
although  it  was  agreed  that  the  submission  should  be  made 
a  rule  or  order  of  this  Court,  in  which  the  suit  was  pending, 
yet  it  might  equally  have  been  agreed  that  it  should  be 
made  a  rule  or  order  of  a  court  of  common  law.  The  re- 
ference was  therefore  under  the  statute.  The  reference 
was  not  under  an  order  of  this  court  in  the  cause.  The 
question  was  whether  under  the  circumstances  stated  the 
Court  had  by  bill  any  jurisdiction  over  the  award.  That 
he  regretted  that  he  had  only  been  furnished  with  a  note, 
apparently  very  imperfect,  of  the  ground  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  decision.  The  counsel  at  the  bar,  too,  was 
not  able  to  supply  any  of  the  defects  of  that  note.  That 
as  far  as  he  could  understand  the  note  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor^s  judgment,  his  Honour  had  proceeded  upon  the 
ground  that  when  the  bill  was  filed  and  when  the  demurrer 
was  argued,  the  defendant  had  not  made  the  submission  a 
rule  of  the  Court,  as  by  the  agreement  he  was  at  liberty  to 
do.     But  such  ground  had  been  determined  in  this  branch 
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1846.         of  the  court  to  be  insufficient.     It  was  tlie  very  gmund 
Hbmino  v.        upon  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  gone  in  the  case  of 

Nichols  V.  Roe  (a).  .  In  Nichols  v.  Roe  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor had  dissented  from  the  previous  decisions  of  Sir 
John  Leach  in  Davis  v.  Getty  (b)^  Ka^  Dawson  v.  Sadler{c), 
But  the  case  of  Nichols  v.  Roe  came  before  Lord  Brougham 
upon  appeal  (d).  Lord  Brougham  specially  noticed  this 
circumstance  of  the  bill  being  filed  before  the  submiauon 
was  made  a  rule  of  Ck)urt — ^indeed  it  was  the  point  in  the 
case.  Lord  Brougham  said  he  did  not  think  that  that 
circumstance  made  any  material  difference,  and  that  the 
mere  filing  of  a  bill  could  not  be  held  to  destroy  the  force 
of  the  statutory  provision,  more  particularly  as  the  party 
filing  the  bill  might  any  moment  have  applied  to  the  court 
of  which  the  submission  was  to  be  made  a  rule  or  order. 
He  might  himself  have  nuide  the  submission  a  rule  of  court, 
and  then  have  moved  to  set  aside  the  award.  It  had  been 
established  upon  appeal,  that  the  filing  of  the  bill  before  the 
submission  is  made  a  rule  of  Court  is  of  no  consequence. 
That  it  was  not  to  be  expected  that  the  Court  would 
back — that  it  would  re-open  such  a  matter,  especially  wl 
there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  reason  for  diluting 
accuracy  of  the  decision.     That  it  was  a  decision,  which 


always  appeared  to  him  to  be  right.     That  he  certainl^^ 
should  say  nothing  to  shake  it.     He  should  not  disturb  s- 

(a)  5  Sim.  156.  the  Covrt  would  do,  where 

(6)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  411.  sabmissioD  was  not  made  a 

(c)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  537. — Davis  v.      of  the  Court  of  King's  Bene 
Oetty  and  Dawson  y.  Sadler — ^The      within  due  time.    The  maigins 
student  should  first  read  the  mar-      abstract  of  Dwris  v.  Qetty  sohr^ 
ginal  abstract  of  the  latter  case,      that  question.    According  to 
and  then  the  marginal  abstract  of      marginal  abstract  the  Court  • 
the  former  case.     According  to      Chancery  has  no  jurisdiction  * 


the  marginal  abstract  of  Dotr^cm  relieve  against  the  award, alth 

V.  Sadler,  an  injunction  to  stay  the  submission  has  not  been  nis» 

proceedings  on  an  award  was  re-  a  rule  of  the  court  of  conunoo 

fused,  where  the  submission  was  within  the  time  limited  by 

within  due  time  made  a  rule  of  statute, 
the    Court    of    King's    Bench.  (d)  3  Myl.  &  K.  431. 

This  left  open  the  question  what 
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doctrine  which  he  approved — and  in  his  opinion  the  Vice-   ^1M6. 


Chancellor,  whatever  he  might  have  thought  before,  ought  HxMiKev. 
to  have  followed  it.  It  was  the  decision  of  this  branch  of 
the  Court  upon  appeal  against  his  own  order.  The  Court  of 
Cfaaooery  then  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over  an  award 
under  the  statute,  although  the  bill  be  filed  before  the  sub- 
mission is  made  a  rule  of  court.  A  second  point  that  had 
been  raised  was  that  the  court  was  not  a  court  of  record 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  was  not  always  safe 
for  a  judge  to  trust  to  his  first  impressions :  but  he  was 
very  much  surprised  to  find  such  an  objection  raised.  The 
court  might  not  be  a  court  of  record  in  a  strict  sense  on 
the  equity  side — that  had  been  often  said — although  it 
was  a  court  of  record  on  the  common  law  side  (a).  But 
the  question  was  whether  the  statute  nevertheless  did  not 
comprehend  the  court  under  the  description  of  courts  of 
record  (b).    The  second  section  of  the  statute  could  not 


(a)  In    the   Fourth    iDstitnte 
Lord  Coke  states  that  the  ex- 
traordinary Court  in  Chancery, 
proceeding  according  to  the  rule 
in  equity  by  English  bill,  is  no 
coart  of   record.     And    in    his 
Second  Institute,  in  commenting 
upon  the  statute  of  28th  Edward 
I.  Articuli  super  Chartas,  which 
enacts  that  the  Chancellor  and 
the  justices  shall  follow  the  King, 
•o  that  he  may  have  at  all  times 
near  unto  him  some  sages  of  the 
law,  who  should  be  able  duly  to 
order  all  such  matters  as  should 
eome  unto  the  court  at  all  times 
when  need  should  require, — Lord 
Coke  says  some  have  supposed 
tint  at  the  making  of  this  statute 
the  Chancdlor  held  a  court  of 
equity,  and  that  the  judges  in 
^its  act  named  attended  on  the 
King  to  decide  matters  of  law, 
and  tiie  Chancenor  attended  on 
liim  to  decide  matter  of  equity. 


But  it  was  mainly  opposed  that 
at  this  time  in  question  the  Chan- 
cellor had  no  court  of  equity, 
but  only  a  court  of  record  of  or- 
dinary jurisdiction  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law. 

The  author  will  return  to  this 
subject  on  some  future  occasion. 
The  subject  is  a  favourite  one, 
and  would  lead  him  too  far  in  a 
case  in  which  the  reader  will  pro- 
bably think  he  has  been  already 
sufficiently  discursive. 

(ft)  The  order  making  the  sub-   Form  of  order 

mission  a  rale  of  court  under  the  leaking  sub- 

^    .     ,  *u  -^   mission  a  rule 

statute  IS  drawn  up  on  the  eqmty  ^f  the  Court  of 

side  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.   Chancery  under 

The  following  is  the  form  of  the  *h«  statute. 

order: — Vice-chancellor  Knight 

Bruce,  Saturday,  1st  August,  1 846. 

In  the  matter  of  the  Reverend  Lus- 

combe  Clarke,  deceased.    Upon 

motion  this  day  made  unto  this 

Court  by  Mr.  Bird  of  counsel  for 

Mary  Clarke,  widow :  and  upon 
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be  reconciled  with  the  first  section,  if  the  constructioii, 
which  was  contended  for,  were  adopted,  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  as  an  equity  court,  did  not  come  under  the 
description  of  courts  of  record.  The  cases,  however,  that 
had  been  cited  in  the  matter  of  Joseph  and  Web9ter  (a)  and 
Pownall  V.  King  (A),  settled  the  question  (c).  The  Court 
of  Chancery  on  the  equity  side,  notwithstanding  in  aae 
view  it  might  not  be  considered  a  court  of  record,  was 
nevertheless  a  court  of  record  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  A  third  point  had  been  made  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent,  that  assuming  that  the  Vice-chancellor  had  been 
wrong,  which  he  unquestionably  was,  in  holding  that  there 
was  jurisdiction  from  the  circumstance  of  the  submission 
not  having  been  made  a  rule  of  court,  and  that  the  re- 
spondent was  wrong  in  the  point  that  this  court  was  not  a 
court  of  record  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  yet  that 
there  was  no  reason  why  the  Court  should  not  exercise  its 
jurisdiction  in  cases  arising  under  the  statute,  as  it  did  in 
cases  arising  independently  of  the  statute.  An  examination 
of  the  statute  must,  he  thought,  convince  any  one  that  this 
assertion  could  not  be  supported.    The  language  might  be 


producing  an  agreement,  bearing 
date  the  l6th  day  of  July,  1846, 
and  signed  by  Mary  Clarke,  widow, 
and  Henry  Amaud  Clarke  —  it 
was  prayed  that  the  same  agree- 
ment may  be  made  an  order  of 
this  Court,  and  be  observed  and 
performed  by  all  parties  thereto, 
according  to  the  tenor  and  true 
meaning  thereof,  which  is  ordered 
accordingly,  Mr.  Wbitroarsh  of 
counsel  for  the  said  Henry  Amaud 
Clarke,  consenting  thereto. 

(a)  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  496. 

{b)  6  Ves.  10. 

(c)  See  also  amongst  other  cases 
Websier  v.  Bishop,  2  Vem.  444, 
5.  C.  Prec.  in  Ch.  223;  Godfrey  v. 
Bercher,  3  Vin.  Abr.  139 ;  Spet- 


tigue  V.  Carpenter,  3  P.  WiU.36i; 
Harcourt  v.  Ramsbottomf  1  Jac 
&  Walk.  505 ;  Lewis  v.  Eley,  1 
C.  P.  Coop.  501,  and  Hmrvefff. 
Shelttm,  7  Beav.  464.    Knos  v. 
Simmonds,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  358,  S,  C; 
1  Yes.  Jun.  369»  has  •omedmes 
been  cited  to  show  that  the  Comt 
of  Chancery  is  a  court  of  record 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
of  William.    But  a  manoscriptin 
the  author's  possession  showB  that 
the    reference  there    took  plMC 
under  an  order  in  the  cause  dated 
13th  March,  1790,  referring  the 
matters  in  question  in  the  caoae^ 
and  all  other  matters  in  differeoc* 
between  the  parties,  to  the  late 
Master  Cos,  then  at  the  bar. 
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inaccurate,  as  had  been  more  than  once  observed  (a),  but  1846. 
it  was  impossible  not  to  see  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Hbmino  v. 
the  act  that  the  award  should  be  set  aside  only  by  that  Swihnbrton. 
oourt  of  which  the  submission  had  been  made  a  rule.  That 
there  was  a  period  when  that  was  doubted  (b)  :  but  the  point 
had  come  before  Lord  Eldon  several  times,  and  had  ulti- 
mately been  decided  by  him  upon  the  construction  of  the 
statute.  The  notion,  therefore,  that  had  once  prevailed 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  not  barred  by  a 
reference  under  the  statute,  had  long  since  been  determined 
to  be  incorrect.  But  then  it  was  said  that  the  agreement 
for  the  reference  being  that  the  submission  should  be  made 
a  rule,  not  of  a  court  of  common  law,  but  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court 
in  a  summary  way  under  the  statute,  or  to  file  a  bill — 
that  a  party  dissatisfied  with  the  award  had  those  two 
courses.  It  might  formerly  have  been  thought  so  (c). 
But  it  was  obvious  that  the  practice  of  the  Court  with 
reference  to  awards  under  the  powers  of  the  statute  had 
undergone  a  change.  It  was  now  clear  that  the  juris- 
diction was  altogether  excluded  where  the  submission  was 
to  be  made  a  rule  of  a  court  of  common  law ;  and  it  was 
more  consistent  with  principle  to  hold  that  it  was  equally 
excluded  where  it  was  to  be  made  a  rule  of  this  Court, 
unless  exercised  in  the  manner  prescribed — ^pointed  out  by  the 
statute.  The  statute  provided  the  remedy  for  setting  aside 
an  award,  which  was  made  under  it.  The  complaint  must  be 
made  in  the  court  of  which  the  submission  was  made  a  rule, 
and  if  the  submission  was  made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, the  complaint  must  not  be  by  bill.  At  all  events  he 
should  so  hold  in  a  case  like  the  present,  in  which  all  the 
questions  raised  might  as  conveniently  and  effectually  have 

(o)  Lord  Eldon  said,  14  Ves.  barred  by  a  reference  under  the 

533,  that  this  part  of  the  act  of  stotute. 

parliament  is  expressed  in  very  (c)  See  before,  pages  406—408, 

nngnlar  terms.  cases  in  which  the  submission 

(i)  See  before,  pages  394—398,  having  been  made  a  rule  of  the 

the  old  doctrine  that  the  jarisdic  Court  of  Chancery  a  biU  has  been 

tion  of  count  of  equity  was  not  filed  to  set  aside  the  award. 
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184€«        been  discuased,  if  the  plaintiff  instead  of  filing  a  bill,  bad 


^ 


made  the  submission  a  rule  of  the  Court  according  to  the 
articles  of  agreement*  and  then  applied  to  set  aside  the 
award.  Whether  a  case  might  ever  arise  of  such  a  nature, 
that  a  bill  would  not  be  an  improper  mode  of  proceeding, 
need  not  now  be  considered ;  it  was  enough  that  the  pre- 
sent was  not  that  case.  The  decision  of  the  Viee-Chan- 
cellor  overruling  the  demurrer  must,  be  reversed  and  the 
demurrer  must  be  allowed. 


Lord  Mont-  Plea  of  an  award.     Lord  Chancellor  [Hardwicke] — ^I  will  not 

ij^*"[f^^*  say  that  in  no  case  whatever  new  matter  discovered  after  the 

Jodreii  MSS  *  ^^^d  will  not  affect  it.     But  I  do  not  know  any  case  where 

Question  ^^  ^^  ^^^  allowed.     An  award  differs  from  a  decree  in  this 

ifhethernew  respect.     A  decree   is   compulsory — the  parties  cannot  bring 

cowBd^riil  *^®"^  cause  on  or  delay  it  as  they  please  before  a  court.     But  an 

affect  an  award  award  is  the  judgment  of  judges  of  the  parties  own  choosing 

as  it  will  a  de-    ^^  ^j^^y  j^^^^  ^^^  submit  till  fully  approved  of  the  merits  of 

cree  upon  a  bill  •'  ,  ^     '^'^ 

of  review.  their  case,  and  if  they  do,  it  is  their  own  £uilt.     But  juatiee 

^  in  courts  must  be  done  in  its  course,  and  neither  party  can 

Campbell's  prevent  it.  It  seems  therefore  of  dangerous  consequence  to  say, 
Chimcellore  ^°  general,  that  new  matter  discovered  will  affect  an  award. 
Vol.  V.  page  50.  as  it  will  do  a  decree  upon  a  bill  of  review.     I  will  not  therefore 

determine  this  general  question  ;  for  there  is  no  occasion,  it 
appearing  that  the  papers  relied  on  were  known  at  the  time 
when  the  award  was  made.  Plea  allowed. — Lord  MmUgomery 
V.  Buckley,  L.  C.  March,  1 745. 


Crawihay  y.  Lord  Eldon. — A  reference  to  an  arbitrator  is  voluntary.    The 

CollvM,  order  for  it  is  by  consent.     It  divests  the  Court  of  jurisdiction, 

formeriy  pre-  except  in  certain  events.  The  error  of  the  arbitrator  is  not  the 
vailed,  of  filing  error  of  the  Master,  the  officer  of  the  Court,  which  the  Court 
aww^*^^  ^      ^^  ^^"^^  ^^  correct.     The  arbitrator  is  more  like  the  Court  than 

like  the  Master.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  error  of  an 
arbitrator  was  formerly  dealt  with  as  if  it  was  the  error  of  a 
Master.  Whatever  may  have  been  said  to  the  contrary,  it 
is  plain  that  in  some  cases  exceptions  once  lay  to  awards.  In 
those  cases  orders  to  confirm  awards  were  as  necessary  as  to 
confirm  reports.  The  clause  formerly  common  in  orders  of 
reference  that  neither  party  should  take  exceptions,  (the  vatiditj 
of  which  clause  was  however  doubted)  is  a  sufficient  proof  that 
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ftrmeiij  exceptions  to  awards  were  not  uniisaal.      Bat  the         1S46. 
piactke  of  exceptions  to  awaids  has  long  ceased.    An  arbitrator  hbmino  v. 
is  no  kmger  regarded  as  the  Master.    The  Coort  does  not  look  SwunnimTcnr. 
npon  errors  of  the  arbitrator  as  it  looks  npon  errors  of  the 
Master.     It  does  not  consider  itself  bound  to  inqoire  into  errors 
of  an  arbitrator,  as  into  errors  of  the  Master.     Hence  it  has 
Aeontinned  the  use  of  that  mode  of  proceeding  for  the  in- 
▼eatigation  of  the  errors  of  an  arbitrator*  which  it  uses  for  the 
iBTestigation  of  the  errors  of  a  Master.    There  are  no  longer 
exeeptions  to  an  award.    The  practice  which  formerly  prevailed 
of  filing  sndi  exceptions,  has  been  altogether  discontiniied.     The 
dissatisfied  party  must  move  to  set  the  award  aside,  and  he  must, 
ia  general,  haye  grounds  yeiy  di£Ferent  from  those  on  which 
exeeptions  to  a  Master's  report  may  be  sustained. — Cramhay 
▼.  CoUina,  L.  C.  July,  1818. 
See  also  Cramahay  v.  CoIUm,  3  Swanst.  90,  and  1  Wils.  31. 


Lord  Eldon. — ^There  is  one  case  in  which  the  Courts  hare  not  NiehoU  t. 

considered  themselves   strictly  bound  by  the  language  of  the  5^''**        . 

statute.     By  the  first  section  of  the  act  the  process  of  the  Court,  the  author's 

of  which  the  submission  is  made  a  rule,  is  not  to  be  stopped,  possession. 

except  for  misbehaviour  of  the  arbitrators,  and  the  award  was  Awards  under 

^   ,  ,  1  T»       1       r»   J   ^***  statute  may 

procured  by  corruption  or  other  undue   means.     By  the   2na  be  set  aside  for 

lection  any  arbitration  procured  by  corruption  or  imdue  means  mi8t«ke  of  the 

may  be  set  aside,  so  as  complaint  of  such  corruption  or  undue 

practice  be  made  in  a  specified  time.     The  act  is  silent  as  to 

mistake  or  error  of  the  arbitrators,  and  yet  it  is  now  settled 

that  an  award  may  be  set  aside  for  mistake  or  error  if  admitted 

by  the  arbitrators,  provided  the  application  for  setting  aside 

the  avrard  be  made  in  due  time. — Nichols  v.  Chalie,  L.   C. 

December,  1807. 

See  also  Nichols  v.  Chalie,  14  Ves.  265. 

There  are  numerous  instances  in  which   applications  to  set  Practice  of 

aside  awards  made  rules  of  Court  under  the  statute,  have  been  ^^""^  ®^ 

common  law** 

entertained    by  Courts  of   common  law  upon  other  grounds  to  entertain  qi. 
besides  corruption,  undue  practice,  and  mistake — ^upon  grounds  '^^ij^^^j^  '** 
similar  to  those  upon  which  applications  to  set  aside  awards  made  roles  of 
m  actions  under  an  order  at  Nisi  Prius  or  a  judge's  order,  are  ^'"^  underthe 
entertained.     The  writer  is  not  aware  of  any  reported  case  in  groundsTidmi- 

which  an  application  to  set  aside  an  award  made  a  rule  of  the  ^^  ^  ^^ose 

upon  which  ap- 
plications to  set 
aside  awards  in  actions  under  an  order  at  Nisi 
Prius,  or  a  judge's  order  are  entertained — 
seems  to  be  of  recent  growth. 
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^846.  Court  of  Chancery  under  the  statute  has  heen  entertained 
Heminov.  upon  any  grounds  except  those  mentioned  in  the  statute,  or 
SwiNNERTON.    thc  grouud  of  mistake,  either  manifest  upon  the  award,  or 

acknowledged  hy  the  arbitrator.  This  practice  of  the  Courts 
of  common  law  seems  to  be  of  recent  growth.  For  many  years 
after  the  statute  was  passed  those  Courts  would  entertain 
no  application  to  set  aside  an  award  under  its  powers  except 
upon  the  specified  grounds.  In  Jndersan  y.  Coseeier,  1  Strange^ 
301,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  seems  to  hare  been  unanimous 
in  saying  nothing  was  a  ground  within  the  statute  for  it  to  set 
aside  an  award  but  manifest  corruption  in  the  arbitrators :  that  the 
Court  would  not  unravel  the  matter  and  examine  into  the  justice  and 
reasonableness  of  what  is  awarded.  In  Hutehin»  y.  Hutekms^ 
Andrews,  297,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  said  an  award  could 
not  be  set  aside  unless  it  were  for  fraud  or  corruption  in  the 
arbitrators,  because  to  those  cases  only  the  statute  extended. 
The  motion  was  to  set  aside  an  award,  because  it  appeared 
on  the  face  of  it  not  to  be  final  or  mutual,  and  for  other  defects 
appearing  upon  the  awards.  Chief  Justice  Lee  said  he  re- 
membered this  distinction  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Powell, — 
that  the  Court  would  not  set  aside  an  award  for  defects  wip- 
pearing  upon  the  face  of  it,  but  that  was  a  good  reason  against 
granting  an  attachment  for  refusing  to  perform  it. 


Djfirv, 
Dawtan. 

Where  award 
under  agree- 
ment out  of 
Court,  and  not 
under  statute, 
fraud  of  the 
parties  in- 
terested and 
misconduct  of 
the  arbitrators 
cannot  be 
reached  at  law. 

Question  as  to 
performance  of 
an  award,  in 
pursuance  of 
an  order  of  the 
Court  in  a  cause 
there  depend- 
ing, being  en- 
forced by  the 
Court  without 
the  award  it- 
self being  made 
an  order  of  the 
Court. 


Sir  John  Leach. — Where  an  agreement  of  reference  takes  place 
out  of  Court,  and  there  is  no  clause  that  the  submission  shall  be 
made  a  rule  of  Court,  the  award  not  being  under  the  statute,  fraud 
of  the  parties  interested  in  the  award,  or  misconduct  of  the  arbi- 
trators making  it,  cannot  be  reached  at  law.  You  cannot  plead 
such  fraud  or  misconduct  to  an  action  on  the  award.  Neither 
can  you  in  an  action  on  the  award  go  into  eridence  to  prove 
such  fraud  or  misconduct. — Dyer  v.  Dawson,  V.  C.  April,  1822. 


In  Haggett  v.  WeUh,  MS.  Cases;  S.  C.  1  Sim.  134,  Sir 
Anthony  Hart  said,  that  the  performance  of  an  award,  in  pur- 
suance of  an  order  of  the  Court  in  a  cause  there  depending,  may 
be  enforced  by  the  Court  without  the  award  itself  being  made  an 
order  of  the  Court.  In  Ormond  v.  Kynnersley,  2  Sim.  &  Sta. 
15,  there  was  an  award  under  an  order  in  the  cause  that  a 
certain  sum  should  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifis ;  and 
a  motion  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  award,  if 
necessary,  might  be  made  a  rule  of  Court,  or  if  not  necessary, 
then  that  the  defendant  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  sum 
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awarded.  The  registrar  being  consulted  by  the  Court  as  to  the  18^ 
necessity  of  having  the  award  made  a  rule  of  Court,  seemed  to  „ 
consider  that  it  ought  to  be  so,  as  the  Court  would  not  otherwise  Swinni 
haye  any  record  of  it.  The  motion  was  ordered  to  stand  over 
that  search  might  be  made  for  authorities.  On  a  subsequent  day 
Sibiey  v.  Sqfel  before  Lord  Eldon,  March  18 12,  and  March, 
1814  was  mentioned,  in  which  the  Court  had  enforced  an  award, 
made  on  an  order  taken  by  consent  (in  a  cause)  for  a  reference, 
without  the  award  being  made  a  rule  of  Court.  Sir  John  Leach 
said,  that  that  case  was  an  express  authority  that  the  Court 
would  enforce  an  award,  made  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  the  Court 
(in  a  cause),  without  requiring  that  the  award  should  be  first 
made  a  rule  of  Court.  His  Honor  therefore  ordered  payment  of 
the  money  according  to  the  award.  In  Turner  v.  Turner,  MS. 
Cases;  S,  C.  3  Russ.  494,  there  was  an  order  in  the  cause 
referring  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties  to  arbitra- 
tion. The  award  directed  that  the  defendant  should  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  a  sum  of  money.  Upon  a  motion  by  the  plaintiff  that 
the  defendant  should  pay  the  money  in  pursuance  of  the  award, 
and  a  cross  motion  by  the  defendant  that  the  award  might  be  set 
aside,  there  was  a  question  raised  as  to  the  necessity  of  making 
the  award  an  order  of  the  Court ;  Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  it 
was  not  necessary. 

The  correctness  of  the  above  decisions  in  Haggett  v.  Welsh, 
Ormond  v.  Kgnnereley,  and  Turner  v.  Turner,  is  very  doubtful. 
Li  Salmon  v.  Oebom,  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  429,  all  matters  in  the 
cause  were  by  an  order  of  the  Court  (in  the  cause)  referred  to  ar- 
bitration. A  petition  was  presented  in  the  cause  for  payment  of 
money  pursuant  to  the  award.  The  award  had  not  been  made  a 
rule  of  Court,  and  a  doubt  being  suggested  by  the  registrar  when 
the  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  whether  until  the  award  had  been 
made  a  rule  of  Court,  there  could  be  any  order  for  payment  of  the 
money,  the  petition  stood  over  in  order  that  the  point  might  be 
inquired  into.  Sir  John  Leach,  subsequently,  notwithstanding  his 
attention  was  drawn  to  his  own  decision  in  Ormond  v.  Kynneraley 
said,  that  the  award  must  be  made  a  rule  of  Court,  for  the  Court 
most  know  judicially  what  the  nature  of  the  award  was,  before  it 
could  act  upon  it  by  directing  the  payment  of  money. 

There  are  few  orders  of  reference  made  in  a  cause,  which  do 
not  contain  a  clause  that  either  of  the  parties  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  to  the  Court  to  have  the  award  of  the  arbitrators  made  an 
Older  of  the  Court.  This  clause  is  not  of  modem  introduction. 
It  occurs  in  a  manuscript  copy  of  the  order  in  Lingood  v.  JEade, 
2  Atk.  501,  in  the  writer's  collection,  and  he  has  seen  it  in  orders 
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1846. 


Hem  iKO  V. 
SwimimTOir. 


Form  of  order 
for  making  an 
award  an  order 
of  the  Court. 


rates  V. 
Baynard, 

No  circmn- 
Btances  can 
give  the  Court 
of  Chancery 
jurisdiction 
where  the 
agreement  is 
that,  in  pur- 
suance of  the 
statute,  the 
submission 
shall  be  made 
a  rule  of  a 
court  of  com- 
mon law. 

Correction  of 
marginal  note 
to  YaUt  V. 
Baynardf  1  C. 
P.  Coop.  490. 


of  an  earHer  date.  The  use  of  it  affords  an  inference,  that  it  wib 
considered  necessary  that  the  award  should  he  made  an  order  of 
the  Court  hefbre  effect  coold  be  given  to  it. 

In  the  recent  case  of  WiUniuom  y.  Page,  I  Hare,  276,  die 
defendant  gave  a  notice  of  motion  that  the  award  might  be  made 
an  order  of  Court,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  ordered  to  pij 
to  the  plaintiff  the  money  mentioned  in  the  award.  The  plaintiff 
gave  a  cross  notice  of  motion  that  the  award  might  be  set  aside. 

The  following  is  the  form,  after  the  award  has  been  made,  of 
the  order  making  it  an  order  of  the  Court.  It  is  taken  from  a 
manuscript  in  the  author's  possession  containing  extracts  ^m 
the  proceedings  in  the  case  of  Knox  y.  SimmomU,  3  Bro.  C.  C. 
3.58,  and  1  Yes.  J.  369— Monday,  9th  February,  1791,  upon 
hearing  an  affidavit  of  service  of  notice  of  motion  read,  it  is  ordered 
that  the  said  award  be  made  an  order  of  this  Court,  and  that  dis 
same  be  observed  and  performed  by  all  the  parties  according  to 
the  tenor  and  true  meaning  thereof. 

In  actions  depending  in  a  court  of  common  law  it  is  the  order 
of  reference,  and  not  the  award,  which  is  to  be  made  a  rule  of  the 
Court.  In  a  judge's  order  of  reference  in  an  action  depending  in 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  there  is  a  clause  that  the  order 
shall  and  may  be  made  a  rule  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  if  the  said  Court  shall  so  please;  and  in  an  order  of 
reference  at  Nisi  Prius,  whether  a  juror  be  withdrawn,  or  a 
verdict  taken  subject  to  the  order  and  the  award,  there  is  a 
similar  clause  that  the  Court  may  be  prayed  that  the  order  may 
be  made  a  rule  of  the  Court.  Before  any  proceeding  is  taken  to 
enforce  the  award  in  the  action  this  order  is  made  a  rule  of  the 
Court. 


Sir  John  Leach  said — ^here  was  no  cause  depending  in  this  or 
any  other  Court,  and  the  agreement  between  the  parties  was,  that 
the  submission  to  arbitration  should  be  made  a  rule  of  one  of  the 
courts  of  common  law.  The  parties  therefore  proceeded  under 
the  statute.  No  circumstances  could  give  the  Court  of  Chancery 
jurisdiction  where  the  agreement  was  that,  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute,  the  submission  should  be  made  a  rule  of  a  court  of 
common  law.  No  circumstances  could  give  this  Court  jurisdiction 
in  such  a  case :  none  at  least  had  ever  come  under  his  con- 
sideration.— Fates  Y.  Baynard,  V.  C.  November,  1825. 

See  the  same  case  Fates  v.  Baynard,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  490.  The 
marginal  note  there  will  stand  better  thus — Where  the  sab- 
mission  to  arbitration  is  under  the  statute,  plea  of  the  agrecmcat 
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to  lefer,  showing  that  fact»  and  of  the  award  is  sufficient  without  1846. 
a^ennents  of  the  plea  or  an  answer  in  support  of  it  denying  the  heminq  *. 
charges  imputed  hj  the  hill.  Swimaarax. 


Sir  John  Leach — Your  application  is  wrong,  jou  ask  that  the  LewU  v.  Bie^, 
award  may  be  made  a  rule  of  Court.     The  proper  course  under  Under  the 
the  statute  is  to  make  the  bond  and  condition — ^the  submisskm  ^^i^!^^a^d  mI 
between  the  parties — a  rule  of  Court. — Leuns  v.  £letf,  V.  C.  the  award,  is  to 

M-y- 1823.  S?r^;ir^ 


1S46. 
July  8  and  11. 

NOTE  TO  WATTS  v.  LORD  EGLINTON.  ^ ' 

Watts  ». 
Ante,  pages  26—63.  Lord  Eolin- 

TON. 

It  will  be  seen  that  there  are  appended  to  this  case  nume-  Question  upon 

reus  notes  respeetinir  the  amendment  of  bills  both  in  an-  i^^  ^^^  P^* 

r       -o  tice  respecting 

cient  and  modem  times,  where  a  suit  has  at  the  hearing  been  the  amendment 
found  defective  for  want  of  parties.     These  notes  have  been  suit  was,  at  the 
the  occasion,  that  the  author  has  been  lately  several  times  ^^^'  ^°^ 
asked  for  authorities   upon   the  old  practice   respecting  cause  a  matter 
the  amendment  of  bills  where  a  suit  was,  at  the  hearing,  put  in  issue 

found  defective,  not  for  want  of  parties,  but  because  "a  ^*^8J^ffio«nt 

'  ^  '  precision. 

matter  had  not  been  put  in  issue  by  the  bill  with  sufficient 
precision.''^  The  inquiry  has  been  uniformly  made  in 
these  words,  which  are  those  of  Lord  Redesdale's  Treatise, 
p.  263,  3rd  edition.  His  Lordship  says  in  some  cases 
where  a  matter  has  not  been  put  in  issue  by  a  bill  with 
sufficient  precision,  the  Court  has  upon  hearing  the  cause 
given  the  plaintiff  liberty  to  amend  the  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  necessary  alteration. 

The  only  case  cited  by  Lord  Redesdale  is  Filkin  v.  HilL^ 
4  Bro.  P.  C.  640  (a).  The  original  decree  in  the  suit  was 
made  by  Lord  Macclesfield.  His  zeal  against  papists  (6) 
led  him  to  direct  issues,  upon  a  point  not  in  issue,  or  so 

(a)  Lord  Redesdale  merely  re-  ship  does  not,  in  general,  name 

fera  to  2  Bro.  P.  C.  194,  where  (in  the  cases, 

the  first  edition  of  that  work)  FiU  ifi)  Welsby's  Lives  of  Eminent 

Ism  Y,  Hill  will  be  found  reported.  English  Judges,  page  213. 
The  reader  is  aware  that  his  Lord* 


Load  Eolik- 

TON. 
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1846.        much  as  mentioned  in  the  pleadings.    There  was  an  i^>peal 
Watts  v.         to  the  Lords.     The  majority  of  the  Lords  present  at  the 

hearing  of  the  appeal  do  not  seem  to  have  partaken  of  Lord 
Macclesfield's  zeal,  and  that  part  of  his  decree,  which 
directed  the  issue,  was  reversed;  but  from  some  cause, 
which  it  would  not  be  easy  now  to  discover,  leave  was 
given  to  amend  the  bill — ^these  are  the  words  of  the  order 
— the  rest  of  the  decree  being  affirmed  (a). 

In  fact,  however,  notwithstanding  the  use  of  the  words 
*^  amended^  bill  in  the  subsequent  proceedings,  there  was 
no  amendment  of  the  original  bill ;  but  a  new  bill  was  filed 
by  one  of  the  plaintifis  in  the  original  bill, — (there  were 
two  plaintifis  in  it) — ^the  other  plaintiff  having  no  interest 
in  the  point  as  to  which  the  bill  was  to  be  amended.  This 
new  suit  was  also  brought  to  a  hearing  before  Lord  Mac- 
clesfield, whose  zeal  against  papists  again  induced  him  to 
make  an  order,  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  reconcile  with 
the  general  practice  of  his  day — that  Eyre  and  Bush  should 
be  made  parties,  and  interrogated  to  specific  matters.  A 
statement  of  the  proceedings  in  Hill  v.  Filkin  and  FUkin 
V.  Hill^  taken  from  the  author's  manuscripts,  will  be 
found  post,  pages  428 — 443,  and  to  these,  together  with 
some  short  notes  upon  them,  the  reader  is  referred  in 
order  to  avoid  repetition. 

The  author  is  not  acquainted  with  any  case  of  an  early 
date,  besides  this  case  of  FUkin  v.  J7t//,  which  can  be 
adduced  in  support  of  Lord  Redesdale^s  statement,  that 
in  some  cases  where  a  matter  has  not  been  put  in  issue 
by  a  bill  with  sufficient  precision,  the  Court  has,  upon 
hearing  the  cause,  given  the  plaintiff  liberty  to  amend  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  necessary  alteration.  Cases  of 
infants  and  charities  are  excepted.  In  suits  on  behalf  of 
infants  and  charities  the  Court  formerly  considered,  as  it 
still  considers,  itself  not  bound  to  follow  those  strict  rules 
of  pleading  to  which  it  adheres  in  ordinary  cases. 

(a)  It  is  worth  while  to  notice  Lord  Trevor.  Neither  Lord 
that  the  only  law  Lord  present  Cowper  nor  Lord  Harcourt  wis 
besides    Lord  Macclesfield    was     present. 


TON. 
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But  it  may  be  said  that  there  is  nevertheless  in  the  ^  ^^^' 
Treatise  on  Chancery  Pleading  this  statement,  and  that  Watts  v. 
Filkin  V.  HiUf  as  reported  in  Brown's  Parliamentary  Cases,  *"  *«»'1m- 
18  cited  in  support  of  it :  and  that  it  may  therefore  be 
reasonably  inferred  that  the  practice  of  such  amendment 
in  certain  cases  and  the  case  of  Filkin  v.  Hill  had  the 
sanction  and  approbation  of  Lord  Redesdale.  The  cir- 
cumstance that  such  a  statement  is  found  in  the  work 
of  Lord  Redesdale,  and  that  Filkin  v.  Hill  is  adduced  in 
support  of  it  must,  without  doubt,  have  weight  with  the 
practitioner.  That  circumstance  however  must  lose  much 
of  its  weight  when  the  case  of  Filkin  v.  Hill  is  examined, 
and  is  found  to  be  an  authority,  not  merely  for  amending 
the  bill  at  the  hearing,  but  after  the  decree, — a  thing 
absurd  and  practically,  it  is  conceived,  impossible; — and 
the  circumstance  will,  if  the  writer  be  not  deceived,  lose 
any  remaining  weight,  if  the  other  parts  of  the  chapter 
— Incidents  to  Pleadings  in  general — in  which  the  state- 
ment occurs,  and  Filkin  v.  Hill  is  cited,  be  consulted. 
Many  practitioners  will  think  the  statement  in  question, 
and  Filkin  v.  Hill  adduced  in  aid  of  it,  sufficiently  strange  : 
but  there  are  in  the  same  chapter  other  statements  and 
cases  adduced  in  their  support,  still  more  strange — so  strange 
that  it  is  impossible  to  conclude  from  the  mere  occurrence 
of  such  statements  and  citations  in  this  part  of  the  work, 
that  such  statements  and  cases  had  the  approbation  and 
sanction  of  one,  so  well  acquainted  with  our  system  of 
pleading,  as  Lord  Redesdale  was. 

This  view  will  be  strengthened  if  reference  be  made  to 
other  parts  of  Lord  Redesdale's  work.  At  pages  43  and 
44,  Lord  Redesdale  says  an  imperfection  in  the  frame  of  a 
bin  may  generally  be  remedied  by  amendment ;  but  the 
imperfection  may  remain  undiscovered,  whilst  the  proceed- 
ings are  in  such  a  state  that  an  amendment  can  be  per- 
mitted according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court.  This  is 
particularly  the  case  where  before  a  decision  has  been 
obtuned,  but  after  the  parties  are  at  issue  upon  the  points 
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in  the  original  bill,  and  witnesMB  have  been  examined  (in 
which  ease  the  practioe  of  the  Goort  will  not  permit  an 
amendment  of  the  original  bill),  some  other  point  appens 
neeeeaary  to  be  made,  or  some  additional  discovery  is  found 
requisite,  &c.  &c.  Here  one  would  have  supposed  was  the 
place  to  mention  any  practice,  and  to  refer  to  any  dedfflon 
showing,  that  where  a  matter  has  not  been  put  in  issue  by 
a  bill  with  sufficient  precision,  the  Court  wiD,  not  merely 
after  the  parties  are  at  issue,  but  upon  hearing  the  eause, 
give  the  pbuntiff  liberty  to  amend  the  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  necessary  alteration.  Here,  however,  we 
have  neither  mention  made  of  any  practice,  nor  reference 
made  to  any  decision,  showing  that  where  a  mai^«r  has  not 
been  put  in  issue  by  the  bill  with  sufficient  precision,  the 
Court  will,  upon  hearing  the  cause,  give  Uie  plaintiff  leave 
to  amend  (a). 

But  if  Lord  Redesdale's  silence  in  this  part  of  hie 
Treatise  should  not  be  thought  sufficiently  significative, 
few  will,  it  is  imagined,  be  disposed  to  r^^ulate  our 
practice  by  what  is  contained  even  in  that  work,  should  the 


(a)  The  passage  above,  ''in 
which  case  the  practice  of  the 
Court  win  not  permit  an  amend- 
ment of  the  original  bill,"  is 
at  page  55,  of  the  4th  edition 
of  Lord  Redesdale's  Treatise, 
which  was  published  by  Mr. 
Jeremy.  To  this  passage  in  Mr. 
Jeremy's  edition,  there  is  ap- 
pended a  note  (m),  containing 
references  to  FiUnn  v.  HUl,  and 
other  cases.  There  is  no  snch 
note  in  any  of  the  former  editions. 
There  is  also  in  Mr.  Jeremy's 
edition  an  important  alteration  in 
the  passage  just  cited,  by  the  in- 
sertion of  the  word  "  generally ;" 
80  that  in  his  edition  the  passage 
stands  thus,  "  in  which  case  the 
practice  of  the  Court  will  not 
'  generally '  permit  an  amendment 


of  the  original  bill."  In  the  note 
ante,  page  329>  it  is  said  that  the 
third  is  the  last  edition,  whidi 
appeared  under  the  superintend- 
ence of  Lord  Redesdale.  But  on 
reference  to  Mr.  Jeremy's  prefiKe 
to  the  fourth  edition,  it  appears 
that  although  that  edition  was 
superintended  by  Mr.  Jeremy, 
and  not  by  Lord  Redesdale,  yet 
that  his  lordship  made  some  few 
additions  and  alterations  in  the 
text.  The  note  (»)  however  is 
the  addition  of  Mr.  Jeremy :  and 
the  word  "  generally,"  it  may  be 
conjectured,  is  also  his  addition. 
FUkim  T.  HiU  being  brought  for- 
ward as  an  authority,  a  qualiici- 
tion  of  the  passage  into  which 
the  word  "  generally"  is  now  in- 
troduced, had  become  necessary. 
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same  not  be  compatible  with  our  present  improved  system  of        1B46. 
pleading.     Lord  Redesdale,  writing  at  the  distance  of  forty  Watts  *. 
Tears  only  from  the  decision  in  Filkin  v.  Hill — a  decision  ^"  Boun- 

^  ^  TON. 

of  the  House  of  Lords — could  not  avoid  to  notice  it  (a). 
But  we  are  now  removed  from  that  decision  more  than 
thrice  that  number  of  years.  If  orders  of  that  early  period 
may  still  be  regarded  as  authorities  in  matters  of  practice, 
there  is  no  order  so  anomalous,  or  so  fantastic,  for  which  a 
precedent  may  not  be  found.  The  criterion  must  be  expe- 
diency and  convenience,  and  the  convenience  and  expe- 
diency of  allowing  an  amendment  of  a  bill  at  the  hearing 
for  the  purpose  of  putting  a  matter  in  issue  with  more  pre- 
cision is,  to  say  the  least,  extremely  problematical.  Many 
reasons  against  such  a  proceeding  will  present  themselves 
to  the  mind  of  every  practitioner.  It  is  not  proposed 
to  enumerate  them  here.  It  will  be  enough  to  cite  the 
concluding  passage  in  the  very  chapter  of  Lord  Redesdale'^s 
work,  in  which  Filkin  v.  Hill  is  cited,  and  which  indeed 
18  the  last  passage  of  the  book.  His  Lordship  says 
it  may,  however,  happen  that  by  the  mistake  or  negligence 
or  ignorance  of  parties,  their  rights  may  be  so  prejudiced 
by  their  pleadings,  that  the  Court  cannot  permit  important 
matter  to  be  put  in  issue  by  any  new  proceeding,  without 
so  much  hazard  of  inconvenience,  that  it  may  be  better  that 
the  individual  should  suffer  an  injury,  than  that  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice  should  be  endangered  by  allowing 
sach  proceeding. 

(a)    It    is    not   immaterial   to  edition,  and  in  consequence  to 

remark    that    Lord    Redesdale,  have   introduced  in   the  second 

when  he  published  the  first  edition  edition  the  statement,  which  has 

of  bis  book,  does  not  appear  to  given  rise  to  the  present  ohserva- 

have  been  aware  of  any  practice,  tions.     It  is  plain,  too,  that  the 

nthorinng  at  the  hearing  leave  very  extraordinary  circumstance, 

to  amend  the  bill  in  order  to  put  that  the  order  of  the  House  of 

a  matter  in  issae  with  more  pre-  Lords  gave  leave  to  amend  the 

daioo.     He  seems  to  have  met  bill  after  decree,  had  escaped  his 

with  the  caae  of  FUhn  v.  Hiil  attention, 
after  the  publication  of  his  first 
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Watts  r. 
Lo&o  EOLIN- 
TOK. 

HiU  ▼.  FUUn, 

(The  original 
erase,)  rad 
FUJtm  ▼.  Hill, 
stated  finom  a 
MS.  in  the 
author's  pos- 
session. 


BETWEEN  ROGER  HILL,  AND  JOHN  HILL  AN  IN- 
FANT, BY  ROGER  HILL  HIS  FATHER  AND  NEXT 
FRIEND,  PLAINTIFFS,  AND  JOHN  EYRE,  VINCENT 
BUSH,  RICHARD  FILKIN,  AND  FRANCES  HIS 
WIFE,  AND  BENJAMIN  RAWLINS,  DEFENDANTS ; 

AND 

BETWEEN  RICHARD  FILKIN,  AND  FRANCES  HIS 
WIFE,  PLAINTIFFS,  AND  JOHN  EYRE,  VINCENT 
BUSH,  AND  BENJAMIN  RAWLINS,  ROGER  HILL, 
AND  JOHN  HILL,  AN  INFANT,  DEFENDANTS. 

Francis  Stevenson  upon  the  marriage  of  Roger  Hill  with  Anne 
Smeaton  liis  wife's  daughter  bj  a  former  husband,  in  consideration 
of  a  settlement  made  by  the  father  of  Roger  HiU,  agreed  to  give 
his  daughter  in  law  a  fortune  of  800/.,  of  which  500/.  was  to  be 
paid  upon  the  marriage  and  the  remainder  was  to  be  paid  after 
Francis    Stevenson's    death.     Of  the    sum    of   500/.    Frauds 
Stevenson  paid  only  200/.     Roger  Hill  was  very  much  under  the 
power  of  Francis  Stevenson,  who,  for  a  small  advance  of  three 
guineas,  took  from  him  a  promissory  note  for  50/.  and  he  got 
into  his  possession   sundry  goods  belonging    to   Roger  Hill. 
Francis  Stevenson  died,  having  by  his  will  given  a  l^acy  of  10/. 
to  John  Hill  the  son  of  Roger,  and  devised  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  his  \iife  Ann  Stevenson,  and  appointed  her  his 
executrix.     Ann  Stevenson  proved  the  will  of  Francis  Stevenson, 
and  possessed  herself  of  his  real  and  personal  estates.     The 
personal  estate  of  Francis  Stevenson  was  sufficient  to  pay  the 
remainder  of  the  fortune  of  Roger  Hill's  wife,  the  value  of  Roger 
Hill's  goods  possessed  by  Francis  Stevenson,  and  the  legacy  of  10/. 
to  John  Hill ;  Roger  Hill's  promissory  note,  and  part  of  the  goods 
belonging  to  Roger  Hill  possessed  by  Francis  Stevenson  came  ta 
Anne  Stevenson's  hands,  as  executrix  and  residuary  legatee  of 
Francis  Stevenson.      The  wife  of  Roger  Hill  died,  and  Anne 
Stevenson  upon  that  occasion  possessed  herself  of  goods  belong- 
ing to  Roger  Hill,  consisting  amongst  other  things  of  his  late 
wife's  gold  watch,  diamond  ring,  and  clothes.     Anne  Stevenson 
did  not  pay  any  further  part  of  the  fortune  of  Roger  Hill's  wife. 
She  died  in  July,  1716.     She  was  entitled  to  a  small  freehold 
estate  and  to  personal  estate  of  some  amount.     By  her  will  dated 
in  May,  1716,  she  gave  to  her  grandson  John  Hill  a  legacy  of 
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100/.  payable  at  his  age  of  21  yean,  and  she  gave  all  her  real  1846. 
and  personal  estate  to  Eyre,  Bush  and  RawUns  upon  trust  for  w^^ts  r 
8ale«  and  after  payment  of  her  debts  and  legacies  upon  trust  Lord  Eolik- 
to  pay  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  to  her  granddaughter  Frances  ^^' 
Hill  daughter  of  Roger  Hill  when  she  should  attain  the  age  of  ^^  ^-  ^^"**'* 
21»  or  should  be  married  with  the  consent  of  Eyre  and  Bush ; 
and  if  her  granddaughter  Frances  Hill  should  die  before  such 
age  or  before  marriage  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid,  then 
in  trust  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  said  proceeds  to  her  said 
grandson  John  Hill  at  his  age  of  21,  and  she  appointed  Eyre  and 
Bush  her  executors.  E3rre  and  Bush  proved  the  will,  and  as  her 
executors  and  the  representatives  of  Francis  Stevenson  possessed 
assets  of  Francis  Stevenson  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  the 
remainder  of  the  fortune  of  Roger  Hill's  wife,  and  of  the 
value  of  Roger  Hill's  goods,  possessed  by  Francis  Stevenson, 
and  of  the  small  legacy  to  John  Hill,  and  they  got  into  their 
hands  Roger  HiU's  note  of  50/.  and  part  of  the  goods  of  Roger 
Hill,  which  had  been  possessed  by  Francis  St-evenson,  and 
all  Roger  Hill's  goods  possessed  by  Anne  Stevenson,  including 
the  gold  watch,  diamond  ring,  and  clothes  of  Roger  HiU's  wife. 
John  Hill  was  the  heir  at  law  of  Anne  Stevenson.  In  August, 
1717f  Frances  Hill  being  of  the  age  of  fourteen  or  fifteen  inter- 
married with  Richard  Filkin.  The  marriage  was  first  celebrated 
according  to  the  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  two 
days  afterwards  the  marriage  was  again  celebrated  according  to 
the  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England.  The  marriage  had 
taken  place  with  the  consent  of  Eyre  and  Bush,  but  it  was 
insisted  on  behalf  of  the  infant  John  Hill,  that  the  first  marriage 
had  taken  place  without  the  consent  of  Eyre  and  Bush,  and  that 
it  was  only  the  second  marriage  which  had  taken  place  after  such 
consent  had  been  obtained.  Previously  to  the  marriage  Richard 
Filkin  entered  into  articles  with  Eyre  and  Bush  for  settling  the 
trust  estate  upon  Richard  Filkin  for  his  life,  and  then  upon  their 
issae  in  tail.  Eyre  and  Bush  at  the  instance  of  Filkin  had 
brought  an  action  against  Roger  Hill  upon  his  promissory  note 
for  50/.  and  had  obtained  judgment. 

The  first-mentioned  suit  was  instituted  in  Michaelmas  Term, 
1717.  As  regarded  Roger  Hill  it  sought  pa3rment  of  the 
remainder  of  Roger  Hill's  wife's  fortune,  the  delivery  up  of 
the  promissory  note  for  501. ,  and  the  entry  of  satisfaction  on 
the  judgment,  and  an  account  of  the  goods  of  Roger  Hill 
possessed  by  Francis  Stevensou,  Anne  Stevenson,  and  Eyre  and 
Bush,  including  the  above-mentioned  gold  watch,  diamond  ring 
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Watts  v. 
Lord  Eolin- 

TON. 

Hill  ▼.  Fimm. 


Lord  Maccles- 
field's decree  in 
Hill  V.  Fitkin, 
(original  cause,) 
and  Pilkin  v. 
Hill,  11  Nov. 
1719,  from  a 
MS.  in  the 
author's  pos- 
session. 


One  of  Lord 

Nottingham's 

rules. 


and  clothes.  As  regarded  John  Hill,  it  sought  the  payment 
of  the  legacy  of  10/.  given  to  John  Hill  by  the  will  of  Francis 
Stevenson,  and  the  placing  out  of  the  legacy  of  100/.  given 
to  him  by  the  will  of  Anne  Stevenson  :  and  it  sought  also 
accounts  of  the  real  estate,  and  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate 
of  Anne  Stevenson,  for  the  benefit  of  John  Hill,  upon  the 
pretence  that  Frances  Filkin  had  incurred  a  forfeiture  of  her 
interest  therein  according  to  the  terms  of  Anne  Sterenson's 
will,  by  marrying  without  the  consent  of  the  trustees  Eyre 
and  Bush  (a). 

The  second-mentioned  suit  was  instituted  soon  after  the  first- 
mentioned  suit,  for  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  will  ol 
Anne  Stevenson,  and  the  accounts  of  her  real  and  personal  esi 
for  the  benefit  of  Filkin  and  wife  :  and  that  such  estates  mighi 
be  settled  according  to  the  articles  made  previously  to  thi 
marriage  of  Filkin  and  wife  (5). 

Both  causes  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Lord  Macclesfield  o- 
the  11th  of  November,  1719,  when- as  to  the  demand  of 

(a)  The  student  will  perceive  at 
the  first  glance  the  singular  mis- 
joinder of  plaintiffs  and  of  sub- 
jects in  this  bill.  In  the  infancy 
of  our  equity  pleading  such  mis- 
joinder often  occnrred  without 
objection  and  without  notice. 
There  is,  however,  one  of  Lord 
Nottingham's  rules,  of  which  it 
would  be  difficult  to  show  that 
the  bill  in  Hill  v.  FilHn  is  not  a 
violation.  "No  man  ought  to 
put  into  one  bill  several  hetero- 
geneous and  incoherent  matters 
which  have  no  relation  to  each 
other,  but  require  him  to  make 
several  parties,  who  may  justly 
except  to  it — that  they  stand 
obliged  thereby  to  take  copies 
of  long  pleadings  and  deposi- 
tions, though  they  are  not  con- 
cerned in  the  greatest  part  of 
them.''  (From  one  of  the  author's 
MSS.  formerly  belonging  to  the 
late  Lord  CJolchester,  and  entitled 
thus  by  Lord  Nottingham  him- 
self,—" A  System  or  Collection  of 


such  Rules  and  Orders  in 
eery,  as  have  at  any  time  here 
fore  been  printed  or  publish 
together  with  some  Explanatia 
and  Alterations  thereof,  and 
ditions  thereunto:  as  also  so 
Observations  what    Rules   h 
lately  been  discontinued,  and 
may  be  fit  to  be  revived,  a. 
what  are  fit  to  be  laid  asid 
By   F.   C.    S— [Rnch,    Cus 
Sif^illi.])     As    regarded 
Hill,  and  the  relief  sought  by 
Filkin  and  wife  were  not  n 
sary  parties.    They  might  (in 
language  of   Lord  Notting! 
have  justly  excepted   that  tl 
stood    obliged   thereby  to 
copies   of    long   pleadings 
depositions,    though    they 
not  concerned  in  great  par^- 
them. 

(6)  The  interest,  which 
Hill  could  have  in  this  suic-^ 
not  very  apparent  to  the  eye^ 
modem  pleading. 


M 


75 

of 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM. 


431 


BBIl  it  was  declared  that  it  manifestly  appeared  that  Roger  Hill's         1846. 

note  to  Frands  Stevenson,  dated  the  6th  of  March,  1712,  was  WArrer 

obtained  bj  fraud  and  imposition,  and  that  no  more  than  three  Lord  Eolih- 

guineas  had  been  paid  to  Roger  Hill  when  he  gave  the  note,  '^°^* 

and  that  he  ought  to  be  relieved  against  the  same,  he  repaying  ^^^  ^'  ^*'** 

the  three  guineas :  and  it  was  ordered  that  on  his  paying  to 

Bjre  and  Bush  the  said  sum  of  three  guineas,  they  should 

ddiver    up    the    said  note  to  be  cancelled  and  acknowledge 

satis&ction  on  the  record  of  the  judgment  obtained  thereon :  and 

it  was  ordered  that  Roger  Hill  should  not  pay  costs  but  should 

hwre   costs  at  law,  and  in  this  Court,  relating  to  the  said 

note.     And  it  was  ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the 

Master  to  take  an  account  whether  all  or  what  part  of  the 

fortune  of  Roger  HiU's  late  wife  was  paid,  and  what  remained 

doe,  and  what  should  appear  to  be  due  was  to  be  paid  to 

Roger    Hill,  with    interest   for   the   same  from   the  time    it 

became  due.     And  it  was  ordered  that  Eyre  and  Bush  should 

account  with  Roger  Hill  for  what  of  Roger  Hill's  goods  had 

come  to  their  hands,  or  to  the  hands  of  Francis  Stevenson,  or 

Anne  Stevenson ;  and  for  Roger  HiU's  late  wife's  gold  watch, 

diamond  ring,  and  clothes.     And  as  to  the  demand  of  John  Hill 

it  was  ordered  that  Eyre  and  Bush  should  bring  the  legacy  of 

10/.  given  him  by  the  will  of  Francis  Stevenson,  before  the 

Master,  to  be  put  out  at  interest  for  his  benefit,  and  should  give 

security  for  the  payment  of  the  100/.  legacy  by  the  will  of  Anne 

Stevenson  given  to  John  Hill  when  it  should  become  payable. 

And  as  to  the  residuum  of  Anne  Stevenson's  personal  estate,  the 

Court  was  of  opinion  that  Frances  Filkin  had  done  no  act  to 

forfeit  it.     But  as  to  the  title  then  claimed  by  John  Hill  to  the 

lands,  as  being  next  heir  and  a  protestant,  and  Frances  Filkin 

ineapable  to  take  as  having  professed  the  popish  religion,  and 

being  as  insisted  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  the  llth 

year  of  the  late  King  William  (a),  to  prevent  the  growth  of 


(a)  11  k  12th  Will.  3,  c.  4, 
mtttoled  an  "  Act  for  further 
pravtnting  the  Growth  of  Po- 
pery.**     It  was  this  Act  which 


the  end  that  the  protestant 
children  of  popish  parents  might 
not  in  the  lifetimes  of  such  their 
psrents,  for  want  of  fitting  main- 
tenance, be  necessitated  in  com- 
plianee    with    their   parents    to 


embrace  the  popish  religion  con- 
trary to  their  own  inclinations — 
enacted  that  if  any  such  parent, 
in  order  to  compel  his  protestant 
child tochange  his  religion,  should 
refuse  to  allow  him  a  fitting  main- 
tenance suitable  to  the  degree  and 
ability  of  the  parent,  and  to  the 
age  and  education  of  the  child, 
then  upon  complaint  made  to  the 


F  F  2 


432 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


1846. 

^ . ' 

Watts  v, 
lokd  eouk- 

TON. 

Hitt  ▼.  POkiM. 


The  reasons  of 
the  appellants 
and  of  the  re- 
spondents in 
mil  V.  PUkm, 
and  Filkin  y. 
HiU.    From 
the  printed 
House  of  Lords 
Appeal  Cases. 


popery,  the  Court  ordered  that  John  Hill  and  Filkin  and  wife 
should  proceed  to  trial  on  these  issues,  viz. :  Whether  Frances 
Filkin  was  a  person  professing  the  popish  religion  at  the  time 
Anne  Stevenson  made  her  will,  and  whether  she  was  a  person 
professing  the  popish  religion  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Anne 
Stevenson,  and  whether  she  was  a  person  professing  the  p(^Hsh 
religion  nt  the  time  of  her  marriage :  and  after  such  trial  either 
party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  resort  back  to  the  Court  for  further 
directions. 

From  this  decree  of  Lord  Macclesfield  of  the  1 1th  November, 
1719,  Filkin  and  wife,  Eyre,  Bush,  and  Rawlins,  appealed.  The 
reasons  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  were  as  follow : — First 
Reason,  for  that  as  the  appellants  humbly  insisted  there  was  not 
sufficient  ground  to  send  it  to  the  inquiry  of  a  Master  to  see 
whether  any  part  of  the  respondent  Roger  Hill's  wife's  portion 
was  remaining  unpaid,  it  being  in  proof  in  the  cause  that  the 
respondeut  Roger  HiU  did,  31st  January,  1703,  state  accounts 
with  Francis  Stevenson,  grandfather  of  the  appellant  Frances^ 
and  did  then  give  him  a  receipt  of  that  date  in  full  of  all  ac- 
counts, reckonings,  and  demands ;  and  the  said  Roger  Hill  had 
ever  since  acquiesced,  and  no  proof  of  any  demand  since  the 
said  receipt  which  was  given  about  sixteen  years  ago.  Second 
Reason,  for  that,  as  the  appellants  humbly  insisted,  the  appellants 
the  executors  of  the  said  Anne  Stevenson  ought  not  to  be  decreed 
to  give  security  for  payment  of  the  said  100/.  legacy  to  the  re- 
pondent  John  Hill  when  the  same  should  become  payable,  before 
any  account  was  taken  whether  they  had  assets  of  their  testatrix 
in  their  hands  to  answer  the  same,  and  the  rather  for  that  the 
respondent  John  Hill  the  legatee  claimed  the  said  lands,  which 
as  well  as  the  personal  estate  were  by  the  said  will  chained  with 
the  said  legacy.  Third  Reason :  the  appellants  humbly  craved 
leave  to  insist  that  issues  ought  not  to  have  been  directed  to  tiy 
whether  the  appellant  Frances  Filkin  was  a  person  professing  the 
popish  religion  at  the  time  of  her  said  grandmother's  making  her 
said  will,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  or  at  the  time  of  the  appellant's 
marriage.  For  that  by  the  bills,  answers,  and  proceedings  in  the 
said  causes,  no  other  title  or  claim  whatever  was  set  up  by  the 
respondent  John  Hill  to  the  real  or  personal  estate  of  the  said 
Anne  Stevenson,  or  was  in  issue  in  the  causes  except  the  pre> 
tended  forfeiture  thereof,  under  colour  and  pretence  of  the  ap- 


Lord  High  Chancellor  it  should      order  therein  as  should  be  agree- 
be  lawful  for  him  to  make  such      able  to  the  intent  of  the  Act. 
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pelknt  Frances  marrying  without  the  consent  of  the  appellants         1846. 
Ejre  and  Bush  ;  and  the  appellants  Filkin  and  his  wife  therefore  ^^     ' 
oonld  not  examine  witnesses  to  anj  matter  not  in  issue,  hut  con-  Lokd  Egun- 
fined  themselyes  to  prove  the  trustees*  consent  to  the  said  marriage  ^^* 
according  to  the  said  will,  which  consent  to  the  said  marriage  the  ^'^  ^'  '^'***' 
appellants  had  fully  proved.     And  the  said  issues  directed  to  be 
tried  tended  to  defeat  the  appellant  Richard  Filkin  and  his 
children  as  well  as  his  wife  of  the  said  real  estate,  upon  a  point 
not  in  issue  or  so  much  as  mentioned  in  the  Pleadings  in  Equity, 
which  the  appellants  humbly  conceived  to  be  still  the  harder,  in- 
asmuch as  the  appellant  Richard  was  educated,  and  always  was 
and  was  then  a  protestant  of  the  Church  of  England ;  and  he, 
his  parents,  and  relations  always  professed  the  same  religion,  and 
his  said  wife,  who  was  under  the  age  of  seventeen,  professed  the 
same  religion,  and  constantly  frequented  the  same  church,  and 
the  appellant  was  in  the  nature  of  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  viz.  that  of  marriage. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  Reasons  on  behalf  of  the  re- 
spondents, which  it  will  be  seen  were  in  the  shape  of  answers  to 
the  reasons  on  the  part  of  the  appellants.  Answer  to  Reason  I : 
The  pretended  stated  account  is  neither  mentioned  in  the  appel- 
lant's answer  to  the  respondent's  biU,  nor  in  the  appellant's 
bill ;  and  the  respondent  Roger  Hill  hath  sworn  in  his  answer  to 
their  bill  that  he  never  received  more  than  200/.  out  of  the  500/. 
which  was  first  to  be  paid  him ;  nor  is  there  any  proof  in  the 
cause  of  the  actual  pa3rment  of  any  more,  and  it  is  fully  proved 
<m  the  part  of  the  said  respondent,  that  he  was  greatly  imposed 
upon  by  the  said  Francis  Stevenson  in  other  instances,  particularly 
in  extorting  a  note  of  50/.  from  him  when  only  three  guineas  were 
received,  and  that  he  was  terrified  and  kept  in  awe  by  him.  For 
which  reasons  the  respondent  hopes  that  the  directions  given  for 
taking  the  account  and  paying  what  shall  appear  to  remain  due 
to  the  respondent  are  very  just.  Answer  to  Reason  2 :  The  said 
executors  never  pretended  any  want  of  assets,  but  on  the  con- 
trary, by  their  answer,  say  they- shall  be  ready  to  pay  the  said 
100/.  legacy  to  the  respondent  John  Hill  when  he  shall  attain 
his  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  after  which  submission  it  is  con- 
ceived that  there  was  no  reason  to  direct  any  account  to  be  taken 
of  the  assets  of  the  said  testatrix.  Answer  to  Reason  3 :  Though 
one  title  set  up  by  the  respondent  John  Hill  is  under  the  said 
forfdture,  yet  his  bill  alleges  that  he  is  heir  to  the  said  Anne 
Stevenson,  and  complains  of  the  will  as  made  in  prejudice  to 
him.  And  the  appellants  Filkin  and  his  wife  by  their  bill  pray  an 
execution  of  the  trust  created  by  the  said  will  in  favour  of  the  ap« 
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pellant  Frances  filkin,  and  it  appearing  both  by  the  admiwmm  of 
the  said  appellants  in  their  answer  to  the  respondents*  bill,  and  by 
the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  partof  the  qip^ 
lants  that  the  said  appellant  Frances  Filkin  was  educated  in  the 
popish  religion,  and  it  not  appearing  with  sufficient  certainty 
whether  she  professed  the  popish  religion  or  not  at  the  semal  times 
of  the  making  the  said  will,  and  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix  or  of 
the  appellant's  marriage,  nor  consequently  whether  she  was  a  person 
capable  of  taking  under  the  said  will,  it  was  necessary  that  those 
facts  should  be  ascertained  before  the  appellants  could  be  entitled  to 
any  decree  in  their  favour.    At  the  trial  the  appellanta  wiU  have 
full  liberty  of  examining  as  to  them.    The  issues  do  not  tend  to- 
defeat  the  appellants  or  their  children  of  the  real  estate  if  they^ 
hare  any  right  to  it,  and  if  they  haye  none  they  tend  to  do  justice 
to  the  respondent  John  Hill,  who  is  heir  to  the  testatrix,  an  i 
and  a  protestant. 

The  appeal  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  30th  May 
1720.    The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  order  then  made — Afte: 
hearing  counsel  upon  the  petition  and  appeal  of  Bichard  KUdn 
gentleman,  and  Frances  his  wife,  John  Eyre,  esquire,  Vincen' 
Bush,  and  Benjamin  Rawlins,  gentlemen,  complaining  of  a 
of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  made  the  1 1th  day  <^  November:::; 
last,  in  a  cause  wherein  Roger  Hill  and  John  Hill  an  infimt  b 
the  said  Roger  Hill  his  father  and  guardian  were  plaintifis, 
the  appellants  defendants  et  e  contra,  and  praying  ''That 
same  may  be  reversed,'*  as  also  upon  the  answer  of  the 
Roger  Hill  and  John  Hill  put  in  to  the  said  appeal,  and  d 
consideration  had  of  what  was  offered  by  counsel  on  either 
in  the  said  cause — It  is  ordered  and  adjudged  by  the 
Spiritual  and  Temporal  in  Parliament  assembled.  That  such 
of  the  said  decree  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal  as  directs  thi 
trial  of  the  several  issues  therein  mentioned  be  and  is 
reversed ;  and  that  the  respondents  be  at  hberty  to  amend  thei^^ 
bill  in  order  to  put  in  issue  in  the  cause  the  several  inaUii^ 
intended  to  be  tried  by  the  said  issues,  and  the  respondents  [v>— ^ 
pellants]  are  at  liberty  to  put  in  a  new  answer  thereunto,  and  thai^ 
the  said  decree  as  to  all  other  the  matters  complained  of  be  an^ 
is  hereby  affirmed  (a). 


(a)  The  decree  being  affirmed 
as  regarded  Roger  Hiira  promis- 
sory note,  and  as  regarded  the 
pajrmentof  whatever  might  remain 
due  to  him  in  respect  of  his  wife's 


fortune,andas  regarded  the  goadm^ 
gold  watch,  diamond  ring;  rlothrwj 
&c.,  he  had  no  interast  in  th0 
subsequent  proceedings,  and  ii 
will  be  found  that  his  name  dis- 
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Upon  the  death  of  their  mother,  John  Hill  and  Frances  Hfll         1846. 
went  to  live  with  their  grandmother  Anne  Stevenson.     Upon  the  ^ 
death  of  Anne  Stevenson  in  July,  1716,  John  Hill,  being  nine  Lo&oEglin- 
years  of  age,  and  Frances  Hill,  being  thirteen,  fell  into  the  hands  ^^' 
of  Eyre  and  Bush,  two  of  Anne  Stevenson's  trustees  and  her  ^^  ^'  ^^^^*' 
executors,  who  were  papists,  and  who  sent  John  Hill  to  a  popish  ^jj^  q^^  ^^  |^^ 
school  in  Sussex,  and  Frances  Hill  to  another  popish  school  at  it  u  called, 
Hammersmith.     Roger  Hill,  who  was  a  protestant,  being  desirous  biuTn  .&<//  v 
of  having  his  children  removed  from  under  the  control  of  Eyre  FiUnn, 
and  Bush,  and  educated  in  the  principles  of  the  protestant  religion,  ?[®™  th  J'  "* 
apphed  by  petition  to  Lord  Chancellor  Cowper,  who  was  pleased  posaession. 
to  order  that  John  Hill  should  live  with  his  father  Roger  Hill, 
he  consenting  to  breed  him  at  Paul's  School,  and  that  Frances 
Hill  should  be  placed  with  a  protestant  mistress.     Lord  Chan- 
cellor Cowper's  order  was  dated  the  4th  day  of  March,  1716  (a). 
This  order  was  not  complied  with,  and  in  the  month  of  August, 
17179  whilst  Frances  Hill  remained  in  the  house  of,  or  imder  the 
control  of  Bush,  Eyre  and  Bush  consented  to  a  private  marriage 
between  Richard  Filkin  (who  had  no  property  to  make  a  settle- 
ment) and  Frances  Hill,  and  which  marriage  was  celebrated  accord- 
ing to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  Rome.     Filkin 
and  wife  alleged  that  the  marriage  according  to  the  uses  and 
ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  Rome  was  only  in  compliance  with 
the  importimities  of  some  of  Frances  Hill's  friends  and  relations, 
and  that  they  were  two  days  afterwards  agun  married  according 
to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  that 
they  had  both  constantly  ever  since  attended  the  worship  and 
communion  of  that  church  and  no  other.     The  new,  or  as  it  is 
called  "  amended  "  bill  in  Hill  v.  Filkin  prayed  that  John  Hill 
as  the  next  protestant  heir  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the 
trost  estate  devised  under  Anne  Stevenson's  will. 


appears  except  as  the  next  friend 
of  his  soil  the  infant  John  Hill. 
The  name  of  Rawlins  disappears 
also.  This  is  shown  by  the  au- 
thor's manuscripts.  The  author 
has  also  ascertained  it  by  a  per- 
sonal inspection  of  the  registrar's 
books. 

(a)  It  may  be  useful  to  remind 
the  student  that  at  this  time  the 
year  began  on  the  25th  March. 


It  was  not  until  1752,  that  by 
virtue  of  the  24th  Geo.  II.  c.  23, 
the  act  for  regulating  the  com- 
mencement of  the  year  and  for 
correcting  the  calendar,  the  first 
of  January  was  reckoned  the  first 
day  of  the  year.  The  4th  March, 
1716,  the  date  of  Lord  Cowper's 
order,  was  therefore  seven  months 
after  the  grandmother's  death, 
July,  1716. 
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Lo»dEolik-     between  JOHN  HILL,   INFANT,  BY  ROGER  HILL, 
Imui  FUMn.         H^S   FATHER    AND    NEXT    FRIEND,    PLAINTIFF, 

AND  RICHARD  FILKIN,  AND  FRANCES,  HIS  WIFE, 

DEFENDANTS. 

Lord  Maedes-  This  cause  coining  this  present  day  to  be  heard  and  debated 
field's  decree  f^for^  ^^  Right  Honourable  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  in  the 
or,  as  it  is  '  presence  of  counsel  learned  on  both  sides,  and  the  end  of  the 
called,  "amend-  plaintiiTs  bill  being  to  have  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the 
Hill  V.  hlkim,  ^1^  ^^  Anne  Stevenson  deceased,  late  grandmother  of  the  plaintiff 
23rd  April,  and  defendant  Frances,  and  whether  the  defendant  Frances  can 
MS  in  the  ^^  thereby,  she  having  been  brought  up  in  the  Romish  religion, 
author's  pos-  and  the  defendants  by  their  answer  insisting  that  the  defendant 
"^^^^  Frances  did  soon  after  her  intermarriage  and  before  she  attained 

the  age  of  18  years,  openly  and  publicly  forsake  the  Romish 
religion,  and  became  a  protestant,  and  hath  ever  since  conformed 
in  all  things  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  that 
therefore  she  was  not  incapable  to  take  by  the  said  devise.  Upon 
debate  of  the  matter,  and  hearing  the  will  of  Anne  Stevenson, 
dated  the  8th  of  May,  1716  ;  an  order  dated  the  4th  of  March, 
1 71 6  (a)  ;  a  certificate,  dated  the  1 7th  of  June,  1 720  ;  a  certificate, 
dated  the  Gth  of  September,  1 720  (b)  ;  a  decree  in  this  cause 
before  the  bill  was  amended  (c),  and  the  proofs  taken  in  this 
cause  read,  and  what  was  alleged  by  counsel  on  either  side,  and  it 
appearing  that  John  Eyre,  and  Vincent  Bush  the  surviving 
trustees  in  the  will  of  the  said  Anne  Stevenson  are  not  brought 
before  the  Court,  nor  were  served  to  answer  to  the  amended  bill, 
His  Lordship  doth  think  fit  and  so  orders  that  the  plaintiff  be  at 
liberty  to  amend  his  bill,  and  to  make  the  said  John  Eyre  and 
Vincent  Bush  the  trustees  defendants  thereto,  and  the  phiintiff  Is 
to  be  at  liberty  by  his  said  amended  bill  to  require  the  said  John 
Eyre  and  Vincent  Bush  to  set  forth  how  and  on  what  conditioa 
it  was  that  the  marriage  of  the  defendant  Frances  with  the 
defendant  Richard  Filkin  was  had  so  soon  after  the  making  of 
the  said  order  of  the  4  th  of  March,  1716,  for  putting  the  defend- 

(a)  This  was,  no  doubt,  the  the  decree  of  Lord  King,  poet, 

order  made  by  Lord  Cowper.   See  page  44 1 . 

before,  page  435.  (c)  This  must  have  been  the 

ib)  These  were  probably  certi-  decree  of  Lord   Macclesfield  of 

ficates  of  the  kind  mentioned  in  the  11th  November,  1719. 
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ant  Frances  with  the  protestant  school  mistress,  and  what  secret  in-         1 846. 

stnictions  they  had  from  the  said  Anne  Stevenson,  grandmother  of  w^rrs  v 

the  plainti£Pand  defendant  Frances  in  relation  to  her  grandchildren ;  Lokd  Bolin- 

and  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  said  John  Eyre  and  Vincent  ^^* 

Bush  do  out  of  the  estate  of  the  said  Anne  Stevenson  in  their  ^^  ^-  ''"***• 

hands  pay  the  sum  of  40/.  to  the  plaintifiTs  clerk  in  court,  to  be 

by  him  appUed  in  the  carrying  on  of  this  cause  for  the  future, 

and  not  to  discharge  or  satisfy  what  is  already  become  due  to 

bim,  and  that  the  said  John  Eyre  and  Vincent  Bush  do  also  out 

of  the  same  estate  pay  to  the  defendant  Richard  Filkin  the  like 

sum  of  40/.  both  which  pa3rments  are  to  be  subject  to  the  further 

order  of  this  Court;  and  it  is  further  ordered  that  when  the  said 

tmslees  shall  have  put  in  their  answer  to  the  said  amended  biU, 

this  cause  do  come  on  to  be  again  heard  before  his  Lordship,  at 

which  time  his  Lordship  declared  he  would  desire  the  assistance 

of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  of  the  judges  (a). 

There  is  a  report  of  this  hearing  by  Peere  Williams,  who  was 
the  junior  counsel  for  the  Filkins  and  the  trustees,  as  appears  by 
the  printed  House  of  Lords  Appeal  Cases.  Peere  Williams 
(vol.  2,  page  6),  after  stating  that  Anne  Stevenson  was  a  papist 
and  had  a  granddaughter  Frances  and  a  grandson  John,  and  her 
will,  and  that  the  two  trustees  whose  consent  to  the  marriage  of 
Frances  was  required  were  papists,  states  that  there  was  a  petition 
to  the  late  Lord  Cowper  [Lord  Cowper  was  Hving  at  the  date  of 
Lord  Macclesfield's  decree,  April,  1722 :  he  died  Oct.  1723]  for 
the  education  of  this  granddaughter  under  protestant  guardians 
or  at  a  protestant  school,  and  upon  an  order  made  by  the  Court 
for  her  being  sent  to  a  protestant  school,  and  the  person  who  had 
the  care  of  her  going  with  her  out  of  court,  and  telling  her  he  hoped 
she  would  be  in  a  tittle  time  sensible  of  the  errors  and  superstitions 
of  the  popish  religion,  she  thereupon  said,  "  I  turn  heretic  ?  I 
would  sooner  be  torn  to  pieces  by  wild  horses !''  That  Hill,  as 
grandson  and  heir  at  law  and  devisee  of  Anne  Stevenson,  brought 
his  bill  in  order  to  compel  the  trustees  to  execute  a  conveyance  unto 
him,  proving  that  he,  though  educated  a  papist,  was  turned  protest- 
ant and  had  conformed.  Whereupon,  Peere  WiUiams  says,  the  only 
question  was  whether  in  regard  to  the  granddaughter  Frances,  who 
^as  admitted  to  be  a  papist  at  the  time  of  making  the  devise  and 
at  the  death  of  the  testatrix  and  also  at  the  time  of  her  marriage 
(for  she  had  been  married  twice,  viz.  once  at  the  Romish  chapel, 
being  the  chapel  of  the  Emperor's  Resident,  and  after  the  manner 

(a)  The   author's  manuscript      trar'sbook.    There  are  only  some 
has  been  compared  with  the  regis-      immaterial  verbal  variations. 
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of  the  papists,  and  this  was  with  the  consent  of  the  trustees; 
afterwards  she  was  married  in  a  protestant  church  according  to 
the  manner  of  the  Church  of  England,  upon  which  last  marriage^ 
and  before  her  age  of  eighteen,  she  conformed  and  turned  pro- 
testant) whether  she  was  entitled  to  take  the  trusts  of  the  real 
estate,  for  it  was  admitted  she  had  a  good  right  to  die  pencmal 
estate.  Lord  Maodesfield  in  giving  judgment  commented 
upon  the  statute  of  Will.  III.,  and  he  said  that  Frances  Filkiii 
was  a  person  professing  the  popish  religion  was  plain,  first 
by  choosing  to  be  married  in  the  popish  manner  in  a  popish 
chapel,  and  more  particularly  by  her  haring  said  that  sooner  than 
she  would  be  a  heretic  she  would  be  torn  to  pieces  by  wild  horses. 
As  to  equitable  circumstances  he  could  not  see  any  in  foYooi  of 
the  granddaughter ;  it  seemed  plain  that  she  being  the  elder  of 
the  two  grandchildren  had  given  the  greater  hopes  of  her  being 
a  papist,  and  for  that  reason  was  preferred  to  her  brother — the 
heir  of  the  testatrix — which  was  an  hardship  upon  him,  as  it  was 
an  hardship  upon  an  heir,  who  was  fiiToured  in  all  Courts  both  of 
law  and  equity ;  on  the  contrary,  it  could  not  be  a  hardship  that 
the  granddaughter  should  lose  that  estate,  which  was  plainlj 
given  her  as  a  reward  for  being  a  papist  when  she  was  turned 
protestant,  if  that  were  so.  He  could  not  betieve  but  that  there 
was  some  private  trust  lodged  in  the  trustees,  that  the  grandson 
should  have  the  estate  if  he  were  a  papist ;  also  some  secret  terms 
on  this  marriage  of  the  granddaughter  with  Filkin  that  she  should 
enjoy  her  religion,  &€.*;  else,  why  so  much  haste  to  marry  a  giri 
of  fifteen  to  one  who,  having  no  estate,  could  make  no  settlement 
upon  her;  therefore  let  the  bill  be  amended,  and  both  the  trustees 
and  the  defendant  Filkin  the  husband  shall  answer  to  these 
matters.  And  then  he  would  have  the  assistance  of  the  judges, 
as  was  done  in  the  case  of  RateUffe  v.  Roper  (a),  for  though 
the  estate  in  question  was  small,  yet  (probably)  it  was  a  con- 
trivance of  the  papists  to  bring  this  point  to  a  determinatioo, 
which  in  some  aspects  might  seem  favourable  to  them,  and 


(a)  Roper  v.  RateUffe^  9  Mod. 
167  &  181 ;  10  Mod.  231 ;  5  Bro. 
P.  C.  360.  An  account  of  this 
case  shall  be  given  from  a  work 
more  popular  than  Modern  Re« 
ports,  or  Brown's  Parliamentary 
Cases,  "  Lord  Macclesfield'B  only 
opinion  as  a  common-law  judge 
in  a  civil  case,  which  attracted 
much  notice,  was  on  the  question 


whether  the  word  '  purchase '  in 
11  &  12  W.  III.  c.  4,  against  pa- 
pists acquiring  property,  was  con- 
fined to  the  acquisition  of  property 
by  'purchase'  in  common  pir- 
lance,  or  meant  every  acquisition 
of  property  except  by  '  descent' 
Being  called  in  to  assist  Lord 
Chancellor  Uarcoort,  he  was  for 
giving  the  word  its  laigest  senses 


TON. 

BUly.FUMm. 
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had  not  yet  been  settled.    And  as  (he  presumed)  this  was  in-         1846. 
tended  to  be  carried  elsewhere,  for  that  reason  let  it  appear  with  watts  ». 
all  its  drcnmstances ;  and  in  regard  both  sides  pretend  great  Lord  Eoun- 
poTertjy  and  this  suit  may  be  chargeable,  let  each  party  have 
40/.  paid  by  the  trustees  out  of  the  profits. 

There  is  also  a  report  of  this  hearing  before  Lord  Macclesfield 
in  a  book  of  reports  published  not  many  years  after — indeed  four 
years  before  the  first  edition  of  Peere  Williams  made  its  appear- 
ance— Cases  in  Law  and  Equity  chiefly  during  the  time  the  late 
Earl  of  Maodesfield  presided  in  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and 
Chancery,  by  a  Barrister  of  the  Inner  Temple  [Robert  Lucas,  Esq.] 
1736,  folioH-now  10  Modem  Reports.  See  ibidem,  page  482 — 
That  report  states  that  it  was  the  persuasion  of  witnesses  examined 
in  the  cause,  that  the  motive,  that  prevailed  with  the  grandmother 
to  disinherit  her  grandson,  her  heir  at  law,  and  give  her  estate  to 
the  granddaughter,  was  that  the  grandson  being  but  nine  years  of 
age  she  did  not  know  but  he  might  easily  be  brought  up  a  protest- 
ant,  but  the  granddaughter  being  fourteen  years  of  age,  and  so 
better  grounded  in  her  principles,  she  hoped  would  firmly  adhere 
to  the  Roman  catholic  religion.  Though  the  popish  trustees  con- 
sented to  the  match,  and  that  with  a  protestant,  yet  nothing  wta 
settled  upon  the  wife  but  barely  her  own  fortune,  and  that  too  wta 
subject  to  a  power  of  revocation  by  the  husband  and  the  popish 
trustees.  It  was  urged  for  John  Hill  that  one  so  zealous  in  her 
religion  as  to  declare  she  would  be  torn  to  pieces  by  wild  horses 
before  she  would  turn  heretic,  must  be  esteemed  one  that  comes 
within  the  description  in  the  act — "  a  papist  or  person  making 
profession  of  the  popish  religion."  Lord  Macclesfield  said  that 
the  grandson  seemed  to  him  to  have  a  strong  case,  but  that  the 
case  was  a  new  one,  and  therefore  he  would  have  the  assistance 
of  the  Judges,  but  he  directed  some  issues  at  law  to  bring  the 
case  more  fiilly  before  the  Court  (a).  The  note  at  the  end  of  the 
repcMrt  in  10  Modem  Reports  is  not  to  be  found  in  Lucas,  but 
merely  this  note.  Vide  infra,  Trin.  1 1  Geo.  I. 


although  occurring  in  a  penal  Carapbell's  Lives  of  the  Chancel- 
statute,  that  he  might  effectuate  lors.  Vol.  4,  page  513. 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  (a)  This  is  incorrect.  Lord 
patting  down  popery.  The  Macclesfield  did  not  at  the  hear- 
Chancellor  decided  the  other  ing  of  this  new  suit  direct  any 
y,  but  his  decree  was  reversed  issues. 


by  the  House  of  Lords." — Lord 
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HUiyf.FUHm. 


Order  of  the 
Lords  Commis- 
lionen  of  the 
Great  Seal, 
19  ApriU  1725, 
that  the  original 
came  of  HUi  y. 
#ttttii  should 
be  set  down 
to  be  heard 
upon  the  mat- 
tor  of  the 
amended  bQl, 
and  that  the 
cause  of  FUiin 
y.  Hill  should 
be  set  down  to 
be  heard  at  the 
same  timet 

From  a  MS. 
in  the  author's 
possession. 


BETWEEN  JOHN  HILL,  AN  INFANT,  BY  HIS  NEXT 
FRIEND.  PLAINTIFF,  AND  RICHARD  FILKIN,  AND 
FRANCES  HIS  WIFE,  AND  JOHN  EYRE,  AND  YIN- 
CENT  BUSH,  DEFENDANTS; 

AND 

BETWEEN  RICHARD  FILKIN  AND  WIFE,  PLAIN- 
TIFFS, AND  JOHN  HILL,  BY  HIS  GUARDUN, 
JOHN  EYRE,  AND  VINCENT  BUSH,  DEFENDANTS. 

Upon  the  humble  petition  of  Richard  Filkin  and  his  wife, 
defendants  in  the  first  and  plaintiffs  in  the  second  cause,  this  dij 
preferred  to  the  Right  Honourable  the  Lords  Commissioners,  for 
the  reasons  therein  contained  it  is  ordered  that  the  first  cause 
upon  the  matter  of  the  amended  bill  be  set  down  to  be  heard  it 
the  request  of  the  defendants  upon  the  7th  of  Maj,  next ;  and 
that  the  second  cause  be  set  down  to  be  heard  at  the  same  time 
with  the  first  cause,  of  which  notice  is  forthwith  to  be  given. 

The  causes  seem  to  have  come  on  for  hearing  aceordinglj 
before  the  Lords  Commissioners.  (The  custody  of  the  Great  Seal 
had  been  committed  to  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  Sir  Geoffrey  Gilbert, 
and  Sir  Robert  Raymond,  in  consequence  of  Lord  Macclesfield*! 
impeachment.)  There  is  a  report  of  the  hearing  before  tlie 
Lords  Commissioners  in  a  book  published  five  years  afterwards 
— Cases  argued  and  decreed  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancory,  in  the 
8th,  9th,  10th  &  11th  years  of  King  George  the  First,  to  whidi 
are  added  some  Special  Cases  on  Appeals,  1730,  folio,  now  9 
Modem  Reports.  See  page  154.  That  report  states  that  Hill,  the 
father  of  John  Hill  and  Frances  Hill,  who  was  their  guardian  bj 
nature,  petitioned  the  Lord  Chancellor  Cowper  to  have  the  guar- 
dianship of  his  children,  or  some  other  protestant  who  should  be 
thought  proper.  And  accordingly  an  order  was  made  that  they 
should  be  educated  in  some  protestant  school,  but  before  that  order 
could  be  executed  the  defendant  intermarried  with  one  Filkin,  st 
the  chapel  of  the  Emperor's  Resident  by  a  priest,  and  two  dijs 
afterwards  by  a  minister  of  the  Church  of  England.  The 
defendant  confessed  by  her  answer  that  she  was  a  papist  at  the 
time  of  making  the  will  and  at  her  grandmother's  death,  and  for 
plea  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  then  a  papist,  and  that  she  was  at 
that  time  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  and  that  before  she 
came  to  that  age  she  intermarried  with  the  other  defendant, 
Filkin,  who  was  then  and  now  is  a  protestant,  and  that  she 
herself  became  a  protestant,  and  conformed  within  six  months 
next  after  she  came  to  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  according  to  th 
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statate  in  that  case  made  and  provided. — It  was  therefore  argued         1B46. 
for  the  defendants  that  Frances  had  become  a  convert  before  s^j^^nv. 
she  was  of  the  age  of  eighteen,  and  had  done  all  which  was  Lord  Bolin- 
required    by  the    act,   and  so  she  was  capable  to  take  and  ^^' 
enjoy  the  estate.    The  anonymous  reporter  says  that  the  Court  ^  ^  ^' ' 
was  of  this  opinion,  and  therefore   decreed    the    trustees  to 
perform  the  trust.      He  adds  that  on  a  rehearing  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  King,  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

Although  the  Court  may,  as  the  anonymous  report  states,  have 
intimated  this  opinion,  it  seems  doubtful  whether  any  decree  was 
actually  made.  The  Registrar's  book  has  been  searched,  and  no 
decree  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  can  be  found.  The  hearing 
before  the  Lords  Commissioners  was  some  time  in  May,  1725. 
Lord  King  received  the  Great  Seal  the  1st  June,  1725,  and  he 
sat  in  court  two  or  three  days  after.  Peere  WilUams  says, 
Vol.  II.  page  280,  that  Barker  v.  Giles  was  the  first  cause  that 
came  on  before  Lord  King,  it  being  argued  before  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners Gilbert  and  Raymond,  who  not  agreeing  adjourned 
it  over  as  a  case  of  difficulty. 

It  will  be  presently  seen  that  Lord  King's  decree  in  Hiil 
^.  FUkin  and  Filkm  v.  J7t7/,  was  made  as  early  as  the  8th  June. 
Jt  is  probable  that  HiU  v.  FUkin  and  FUkin  v.  HUl,  like  Barker 
"^.  (rf/ef,  were  not  for  some  reason  finally  adjudicated  upon  by  the 
JLords  Commissioners. 


lETWEEN    JOHN    HILL,    AN    INFANT,    RY    JOHN 

HOCKER,   HIS   NEXT  FRIEND,    PLAINTIFF,   AND 

RICHARD  FILKIN,  AND  FRANCES  HIS  WIFE,  JOHN 

EYRE,    AND    VINCENT    BUSH,    EXECUTORS    OF 

ANNE  STEVENSON,  WIDOW,  DECEASED,  DEFEND- 

ANTS; 

AND 

IBETWEEN  RICHARD  FILKIN,  AND  FRANCES  HIS 
WIFE,  PLAINTIFFS,  AND  JOHN  EYRE,  VINCENT 
BUSH,  AND  JOHN  HILL,  BY  HIS  GUARDIAN,  DE- 
PENDANTS. 

Whereupon  and  upon  long  debate  of  the  matter  and  hearing  Lord  King's  de- 
^le  said  Act  of  Parliament  made  the  1 1th  of  William  entitled  an  ^^  ^•f  ^- 

Fukhif  tnd 

-Ad  to  prevent  the  Growth  of  Popery,  and  several  certificates  of  the  fOkm  v.  mii, 


r,  Frances  Filkin  having  received  the  sacrament  and  taken  |J[^th^^^* 
^lie  oaths,   &c,  and  of   the   said  John  Hill's  receiving    the  author's  MS. 
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1846.         sacrament  and  taking  the  oaths,  &c.,  and  the  prools  in  the  aa» 
L.  read,  and  what  was  alleged  hy  counsel  on  hoth  sides — His  Loid- 

Lofto  EoLiK-     ship  saw  no  cause  to  give  to  the  plaintiff  Hill  anj  vdKeC  md 
TON.  ^Q^  therefore  order  that  the  matter  of  the  said  plaintiff  HOTs 

mu  yr.  FUHn.    hill  do  stand  dismissed  out  of  this  court,  hut  without  costs.  And 

in  the  other  cause  his  Lordship  doth  think  fit,  and  so  orders  thtt 
it  he  referred  to  Mr.  Edwards  to  take  an  account  of  the  sud  Anne 
Stevenson's  personal  estate,  and  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of 
her  real  estate  devised  to  the  plaintiff  Frances,  which  have  come  to 
the  hands  of  the  defendants  Eyre  and  Bush,  and  also  to  tike  an 
account  of  the  dehts  and  legacies  of  the  said  Anne  Stemuam 
which  remain  unsatisfied,  and  to  tax  the  defendants  the  trostees 
their  costs  of  these  suits,  &c.,  and  if  any  difficulty  shaU  ari^^ 
hefore  the  Master  he  is  to  state  the  same  spedaDy ;  and  wk^*^ 
dehts  and  legacies  the  said  Master  shall  upon  the  said  aeooo^:^ 
certify  to  remain  unsatisfied,  it  is  ordered  and  decreed  that 
same,  and  also  the  said  trustees'  costs  to  he  taxed  as  aforesaid, 
paid  out  of  the  said  testatrix's  personal  estate,  and  rents,  u 
and  profits  of  the  said  real  estate  which  upon  the  said  aecon^^^ 
shall  appear  to  have  come  to  the  hands  of  the  said  trustees 
aforesaid :  And  if  there  shall  he  any  surplus  thereof  after 
payments  made,  it  is  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  same 
also  the  said  real  estate  he  conveyed  and  assigned  according 
the  said  testatrix's  will,  and  the  articles  made  upon  the 
of  the  said  plaintiffs  Filkin  and  his  wife.  *  *  *  *  And  wheny^w 
hy  the  said  will  there  was  100/.  given  to  the  said  John  KiD 
payahle  at  his  age  of  21  years,  and  whereas  the  defendants,  tXie 
trustees,  have  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  this  Court  out  of  mon-cy 
in  their  hands  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff  Hill's  clerk  in  court  tl3t 
sum  of  40/.  for  carrying  on  the  said  cause  suhject  to  the  order  ^f 
this  Court,  it  is  therefore  further  ordered  that  the  said  402»  ^ 
deducted  out  of  the  legacy  hy  the  said  will  given  to  him  the  ^^^ 
John  Hill  as  paid  in  part  thereof. 

According  to  the  report  in  Lucas,  (10,  Modem  Reports,  53^>) 
when  this  case  was  before  Lord  Macclesfield,  he  was  strongly' 
opinion  for  the  plaintiff,  the  heir  at  law,  but  in  order  to  brin^  ^ 
matter  more  fully  before  him  he  made  an  order  directing  m^^'^ 
issues  to  be  tried.     From  that  order  the  defendant  appealed  ti'  ^^ 
House  of  Lords  as  having  directed  issues  to  be  tried  that  wer^  ^^ 
warranted  by  the  pleadings.    The  House  of  Lords  set  the  a^^ 
aside  but  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to  amend  his  bill,  which  he  ^ 
And  upon  this  amended  bill  and  the  pleadings  thereupon^  ^^ 
point  in  law  came  now  to  be  spoken  to  again  before  the  V^^ 
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Chancellor  King,  viz.,  whether  the  granddaughter  the  defendant,         1846. 
having  conformed  hy  taking,  &c.,  according  to  the  act,  &c.,  Wattsv. 
within  six  months  after  attaining  the  age  of  eighteen,  was  capable  Lord  Eglin- 
of  taking  the  residue  under  this  will,  she  being  about  fourteen  at  ^^' 


the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix.    Lord  Chancellor  King  ^*^  "'  ^'***' 
dearly  and  strongly  decreed  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  contrary 
to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Macclesfield. 

There  is  also  a  report  of  the  hearing  before  Lord  King  in  the 
volume  of — Select  Cases  argued  and  adjudged  in  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery  before  the  late  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal, 
and  the  late  Lord  Chancellor  King,  from  the  year  1724  to  1733, 
by  a  Gentleman  of  the  Temple,  folio,  1740. 


_  __  Addition  to 

ADDITION  TO  STATEMENT  IN  NOTE,  PAGE  164.       statement  m 

Note,  page  164. 

"  Large  sums  were  given  by  the  Masters  for  their  places.    The  Th«  Chan- 

cellor  was 
Chancellor  had  his  share.       There  is  a  passage  in  a  Report  not  the  only 

made  by  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  in  1 730,  which  judge,  who  for- 
it  b  believed  is  very  Uttle  known,  which  shows  that  the  Chan-  money'firom 
cellor  was  not  the  only  judge,  who  formerly  received  money  from  persons  ap- 
persons  appointed  to  offices  appertaining  to  the  administration  of  5^^^^^^. 
justice.     It  is  a  Report  from  the  Committee  appointed  to  inquire  taining  to  the 
into  the  state  of  the  goals  of  the  kingdom.     The  committee  state  admiiMtraUon 
that  on  a  new  marshal  of  the  prison  of  the  Ejng^s  Bench  being 
sworn,  it  hath  been  usual  for  him  to  pay  100  guineas  to  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Song's  Bench,  and  50  guineas  to  each  of  the 
Puisne  Judges  of  that  Court.     That  Richard  Mullins,  the  present 
marshal,  when  he  was  sworn  marshal  in  1724,  gave  a  purse  of 
100  guineas  into  the  hands  of  Sir  John  Pratt,  Knight,  then  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench,  and  one  other  purse  contain- 
ing 50  guineas  to  Mr.  Justice  Fortescue,  and  the  like  sum  to 
Mr.  Justice  Powis,  and  he  offered  the  like  sum  to  Sir  Robert 
Raymond,  Knight,  then  one  of  the  Puisne  Judges  of  that  Court, 
who  refused  the  same  saying,  he  did  not  know  any  such  fee  was 
due,  and  if  it  was  not  a  legal  fee  he  would  not  take  it,  but  that 
be  would  inform  himself  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  the  other 
Judges ;  and  some  days  after  he  accepted  the  said  sum,  having 
seen  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  the  other  Judges  of  the  said 
Court.    The  said  Richard  Mullins  was  again  sworn  into  the  said 
office  on  the  25th  day  of  January,  1729,  on  which  occasion  Sir 
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1847.         Robert  Raymond,   ELnight,  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Kings 
*         '  Bench,  and  the  other  Judges  of  the  said  Bench,  did  not  accept 

STATBMBNT  IN   of  BJij  fcc  whatcYcr  from  the  said  marshal.    That  over  and  above 
NoTB,  page  164.  these  fees  or  presents  paid  by  the  marshals  on  their  being  sworn 

into  the  said  office,  they  used  to  pay  every  Christmas  to  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench  20  guineas,  and  to  each  of 
the  Puisne  Judges  10  guineas,  until  such  time  as  the  present  Sir 
Robert  Raymond  came  to  be  Lord  Chief  Justice.  He  then 
generously  refused  to  accept  of  any  such  presents,  and  would 
never  receive  any  gratification  whatsoever  from  the  said  mar- 
shal (d),  and  he  was  imitated  in  this  by  Mr.  Justice  Reynolds, 
who,  though  he  accepted  the  ten  guineas,  sent  the  same  by  his 
clerk  to  be  distributed  amongst  the  prisoners  of  the  said  prison, 
and  all  the  Judges  of  the  said  Court  have  now  followed  this 
example.  At  Christmas,  1729,  they  all  refused  to  accept  any 
presents  from  the  said  marshal.  That  not  only  the  marshals 
but  the  deputy-marshals  made  presents  (on  their  admittance) 
to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  said  Court.  Mr.  John  Morris, 
who  is  now  deputy-marshal,  made  a  present  to  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holt  of  20  guineas,  which,  as  far  as  he  lememben^ 
he  gave  to  him  with  his  own  hands. 

The  sums  mentioned  in  this  report  are,  however,  small  in  com- 
parison with  those,  which  the  Chancellor  received  from  persons 
appointed  to  Masterships.     On  the  trial  of  Lord  Macclesfield, 
there  was  evidence  that  he  had,  on  more  than  one  occasion,  re- 
ceived from  a  new  Master  on  his  appointment  no  less  than  5000/. 
Lord  Macclesfield's  impeachment  took  place  in  the  year  1725. 
We  may  ascribe  to  that  event  the  non-acceptance  by  the  Judges 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  of  the  fees  upon  Mullins  bemg 
again  sworn  into  office,  and  the  ultimate  refusal  by  all  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  (the  other  Judges  of  the 
Court  at  that  time  were  Probyn  and  Page)  to  receive  from  the 
marshal  the  Christmas  presents. 

One  of  the  resolutions  of  the  Committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  and  which  was  agreed  to  by  the  House,  was,  **  That 
effectual  provision  should  be  made  to  prevent  the  judges,  their 
clerks,  and  servants  from  receiving  any  fees,  gifts,  presents,  or 
any  gratuities  whatsoever  from  the  gaoler  or  keeper  of  any  prisoDi, 
or  from  any  officer  intrusted  with  the  custody  of  prisoners,  or  anj 
person  empowered  by  them." 

(a)    Mullins  said,  in   his  ex-  the  twenty  guineas,  yet  deiirtd 

amination,  that  Sir  Robert  Ray-  he  would  not  mention  tach  i*" 

mond,  although  after  he  became  fusal,  lest  his  successors  iboold 

Chief  Justice  be  always  refused  think  be  lessened  thMrperqaint**' 
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Dec  22. 

RlCHAADSON 

JOSEPH  JOHN  RICHARDSON  v.  SARAH  WICK  *'*  ^'"' 

AND  OTHERS. 

Thb  plaintifTs  solicitor,  Mr.  Hadwen,  had  neglected  to  Question  as  to 
take  out  his  certificate,  whereupon  the  defendant  S.  Wick's  of  aiTorder'*^ 
solicitor  gave  notice  of  motion  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  *{>**  *  soUcitor 

-TT'    •  1     -r>  1  should  satisfy 

Knight  Bruce  that  the  plaintifiTs  bill  might  be  taken  off  the  the  registrar  or 
file  for  irregularity.  The  plaintiff  made  an  affidavit  that  he  JJ^'^^^^  ^"^i^ 
vras  ijmorant  that  Hadwen  had  not  taken  out  his  certificate.  ^"**]  *****  **• 

...  .  ,  w**  duly  quah- 

The  plamtiff  being  present  in  court  when  the  motion  came  fied  to  act. 
on  stated  that  Mr.  Beetholme,  a  solicitor,  would  act  for 
him  in  the  cause  for  the  future,  and  thereupon  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  made  an  order — 23rd  July,  1846 — that  upon 
Mr.  Beetholme  on  that  day  satisfying  the  Registrar  or  Mr. 
Iferry  [Mr.  Berry  is  one  of  the  Clerks  of  Records  and 
Writs]  that  he  was  duly  qualified  to  act  the  bill  should 
continue  on  the  file,  and  the  defendant  S.  Wick's  appear- 
ance was  to  be  considered  as  entered  on  that  day,  and  the 
plaintiff  and  Hadwen  were  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation. Beetholme  not  having  satisfied  the  Registrar  or 
Mr.  Berry,  the  Vice-Chancellor  on  the  27th  July  ordered 
that  all  proceedings  in  the  cause  should  be  stayed  until  the 
further  order  of  the  Court,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and 
Hadwen  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  application.  This  last 
order  was  made  ex  parte  upon  the  application  of  the  defend- 
ant S.  Wick's  counsel. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Daniel^  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
now  moved  by  way  of  appeal  to  discharge  the  order  of  the 
27th  July. 

Mr.  Toiler  appeared  for  the  defendant  S.  Wick,  in 
support  of  the  order. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  intimated  that  an  order  that  a 
solicitor  should  satisfy  the  Registrar  or  the  Clerk  of 
Records  and  Writs  that  he  was  duly  qualified   to  act 
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RtCHAKDSOK 
V.  WlOK. 


was  a  novelty  (a),  and  that  its  regularity  might  be 
questioned.  However  he  was  not  called  upon  at  present 
to  come  to  any  decision  upon  that  point,  as  the  motion 
was  not  to  discharge  that  order.  The  motion  before 
him  was  to  discharge  the  subsequent  order  of  the  27tli 
July.  That  this  last  order  was  irregular  he  could 
entertain  no  doubt.  It  recited  that  Beetholme  had 
not  satisfied  the  Registrar  or  Mr.  Berry.  In  what  way 
the  Court  became  apprized  of  the  fact  that  Beetholme  had 
not  satisfied  the  Registrar  or  Mr.  Berry  did  not  appear. 
And  then  upon  the  application  of  counsel  for  the  drfeodant 
it  was  ordered  that  all  proceedings  in  the  cause  should  be 
stayed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  Hadwen  ahoold  pay  to 
the  defendant  the  costs  of  the  application.  Now  this 
was  done  in  the  absence  of,  and  without  any  notice  to, 
the  parties  affected.  The  order  was  irregular  and 
must  be  discharged.  Whatever  might  be  his  opinion 
upon  the  order  of  the  23rd  of  July,  that  Beetholme  shouM 
satisfy  the  Registrar  or  Mr.  Berry  that  he  was  qualified 
to  act,  there  was  no  occasion  for  him  to  express  it  more 
explicitly. 


Mr.  Monro's 
AcU  Cancel- 
laruR. 


The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  order  : — Vice-ChanceDor 
Knight  Bruce,  Monday,  the  27th  day  of  July,  in  the  teotii 
year  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  1846. 
Between  Joseph  John  Richardson,  plaintiff,  Sarah  Wick,  sned 
with  John  Joseph  Tabor,  William  Moore,  Joseph  Richardson, 
and  Patrick  James  Johnson,  defendants.  Whereas  Mr.  Tolltf 
of  counsel  for  the  defendant  Sarah  Wick,  on  the  23rd  daj  ct 
July,  1846,  moTed  and  offered  divers  reasons  unto  this  Cooft 
that  the  plaintiff's  bill  in  this  cause  might  be  taken  off  the  file  of 


(a)  The  novelty,  here  predicated 
of  such  an  order,  has  of  course 
reference  to  our  own  tiraes.  The 
author  has  seen  in  the  curious 
manuscript  collection  of  his  friend 
Mr.  Cecil  Monro,  orders  not  very 
dissimilar,  made  in  the  reigns  of 
Henry  VIII.  and  EUsabeth.    A 


portion  of  Mr.  Monro's  collectioOf 
consisting  for  the  most  part  of 
extracts  from  the  Masters'  report* 
and  certificates,  and  from  t^ 
Registrars'  books,  during  tbeltf' 
half  of  the  sixteenth  century,  viH 
shortly  be  published  under  ibc 
tide  of  "  AcU  CanceUariv." 
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this  Court  for  irregularity  with  costs  :  the  person  whose  name  1B46. 

appears  on  the  said  bill  as  the  solicitor  of  the  said  plaintiff  in  n    « * '  son 

this  suit,  not  being  a  solicitor  of  this  Court,  or  otherwise  not  v,  Wick. 

being  duly  qualified  to  act  as  such  solicitor,   in   the  presence 

of  Mr.  Cooper   of   counsel  for  the  plaintiff  and  for  Richard 

Starling  Hadwen,  his  solicitor.     Whereupon,  and  upon  hearing 

what  was  alleged  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  it  being 

represented  to  the  Court  that  Mr.  Beetholme  would  act  as 

lolicitor  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  the  Court  did  order  that 

opon  his  on  that  day  satisfying  the  Registrar  or  Mr.  Berry  that 

he  was  duly  qualified  to  act,  the  bill  should  continue  on  the  file, 

md  the  defendant  Sarah  Wick's  appearance  was  to  be  considered 

as  entered  on  that  day.    And  it  was  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  and 

tbe  said  Richard  Starling    Hadwen   should  pay  to  the  said 

defendant  her  costs  of  the  said  appUcation.     And  the  said 

Mr.  Beetholme  not  having  satisfied  the  Registrar  or  Mr.  Berry, 

this  Court  doth  (upon  the  application  of  the  counsel  for  the  said 

defendant)  order  that  all  proceedings  in  this  cause  be  stayed 

IS  against  the  said  defendant  Sarah  Wick,  until  the  further  order 

of  this  Court.     And  it  is  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  Joseph  John 

Bichardson,  and  the  said  Richard  Starling  Hadwen,  do  pay  unto 

the  said  defendant  Sarah  Wick,  her  costs  of  the  appUcation,  to 

be  taxed  by  the  Taxing  Master  of  this  Court  in  rotation. 


HENRY  V.  OGLE. 


V.  C.  Eno. 
1847. 
Feb. 


HiiimTv.OoLB. 


This  was  a  petition  of  a  husband  and  wife  and  their  child.  There  must  be 
that  the  defendants,  in  whose  names  certain  funds  be-  the  married 
longing  to  the  wife  were  standing,  might  be  ordered  to  ^°™^  JJ*^ 
transfer  such  funds  to  the  trustees  of  a  voluntary  settle-  orderthat  fands 
ment  made  by  the  husband  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  iier,  although 
wife  and  their  children.  The  question  was  whether,  inasmuch  g^^^^j^^nma- 
18  the  funds  were  not  in  court,  and  were  not  to  be  trans^  fcrred  to  the 
Ferred  to  the  husband,  an  order  for  the  transfer  might  not  voluntary  set. 
be  made  without  the  previous  consent  of  the  wife  being  ^i®™®***- 
taken  in  the  usual  way. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  of  England  said,  that  where  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  called  into  action  by  the 

G  G  2 
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1847.         husband,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  funds  belonging  to 
HBNRrv.OoLs.  ^'®  ^ifey  the  Court  would  make  no  order  without  having 

first  ascertained  by  the  examination  of  the  wife  that  she 
was  a  consenting  party.     That  it  was  immaterial  whether 
the  funds  stood  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-General,  or 
in  the  names  of  trustees.      It  was  enough  that  the  Court 
was  required  by  the  husband  to  make  an  order.     It  was 
equally  immaterial  that  the  husband  did  not  propose  an 
immediate  transfer  to  himself,  but  to  trustees  under  a  set- 
tlement giving^interests  to  the  wife  and  the  children  of  the 
marriage.     Might  not  the  provisions  of  the  settlement  pot 
the  funds  entirely  in  the  husband^s  power  ?     But  whether 
that  was  so  or  not,  whatever  might  be  the  trusts,  there 
must  be  the  consent  of  the  wife  previously  to  an  order 
that  funds  belonging  to  her,  though  not  in  court,  should 
be  transferred  to  the  trustees  of  a  voluntary  settlement.  • 
Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Jerms^  Mr.  Hislop  Clarke^  and  Mr. 
W.  H.  Smith  were  counsel  for  the  petitioners  and  the 
respondents. 


Memoranda. 


Memoranda. 


Number  of  bills  Statement  of  the  number  of  bills  filed  in  the  Courts  of  the 
*iti'"«?Lfi        Master  of  the  Rolls  and  the  Vice-Chancellors  in  the 

yean  io4o-4o 

years  1843—1846. 


Master  op  thb  Rolls  .    .    . 
V.  C.  OP  England  .         ... 
V.  C.  Knight  Brucb  .... 

V.  C.  WiGRAM 

1843 

1844 

1845 

1846 

349 
769 
294 
464 

265 
734 
434 

408 

235 
767 
536 
294 

197 
753 
613 
264 

1876 

1841 

1832 

1827 
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A  statement  of   &1I  matters  disposed  of  in  the  Court  of  > 

Chancery  between  2nd  Nov.  1845,  and  the  lat  of  Nov.  "■^o'**^"'''- 
1846,  both  incluaive.  J!:^1rthe 

Court  between 
NoTsmber  1B45 
uid  November 
1B46. 


Lord  Chan- 

Habtkk    of 
THR    Rolls 

AND      VlCB. 
LORS        .      . 

PrtUlOBl. 

Objrr- 

ss 

Taul. 

7i 

3808 

31 

1 

726 

655 

Bl 

60 

153 

7572 

7725 

as79 

3423 

727  [    555 

81 

60 

On  the  21st  of  November,  1834,  Lord  Brougham  in  liis  In  NoTember 
address  to  the  bar  on  the  occasion  of  his  resigning  the  ofthi'i^^"of 
Great  Seal,   said   he   had  satisfaction   in   observing  that  ■PP^^  "** 
1.1  1-1  1-  eihtuited. 

(besides  a  cause  which  was  standing  over  by  consent  for 

common-law  judges,  and  under  the  application  of  the 
party)  there  were  only  two  cases  which  remained  to  be 
heard  which  were  set  down  before  the  last  long  vacation. 
As  he  had  no  right  to  press  the  parties  closer  Uian  this,  it 
was  his  intention,  if  be  had  remained  there,  to  adjourn  the 
Court  on  the  last  day  of  term,  until  the  11th  of  January, 
the  first  day  of  the  next  term,  as  he  had  been  obliged 
to  do  in  the  month  of  June  then  last,  for  a  like  reason,  the 
bnaiDesB  being  all  disposed  of.  Thus  he  had  the  great 
satisfaction  of  reflecting  that  that  Court,  represented  by  its 
enemies  as  the  Temple  of  Discord,  Delay  aud  Expense,  had 
been  twice  closed  within  the  space  of  five  months. 

Should  this  volume  come  under  the  view  of  a  reader 
uoacquaiuted  with  the  Court  of  Chancery,  it  is  requisite 
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Transfers  of 
causes. 


that  he  flhoold  be  infonned  that  m 
Broagfaam  alladed  to  the  Appellate 
which  the  Lord  Chaoedlor 
Master  of  the  Bcrfk  and  the  V 
krge  arrear  of  buauMMB 

aware  that  the  flame  happj  reaok  has  atlwided  iktt 
of  Lord  Ckrttenham.     During  Us  famer 
^  the  Temple  of  Discord,  Dehj,  and 
repeatedly.    On  those  oeeasionB  howerer  Us  Lovdafaqp 
not  adjomn  the  Court,  hot  heard  and  dhpnaed  of  a 
number  of  original  eaoses — a  piece  of  good  fiiriuue 
never  fell  to  the  lot  of  Lord  Broogham.    Indeed,  Lok^ 
Cottenham  is  the  only  Chancellor,  who,  having  iispoams4 
ct  all  the  appellate  bufflness  dqiending  befoie  him,  Jiiaw 
heard  original  causes,  since  the  passing  of  the  Act     <3f 
the  53  Geo.  IIL,  to  which  the  Court  of  the  Yice-Chancellor 
of  England  owes  its  existence.     In  November  last   tfae 
whole  of  the  paper  of  appeals  had  been  eThangrf^ed,  mnd 
the   Lord  Chancellor  would  again  have  heard   oi^i0<^ 
causes  had  it  not  been  for  a  representation — ^verified    ^ 
the  event — that  the  creation  of  the  two  new  Vice-CbAS- 
cellors'  Courts  in   1841,  having  doubled  the  sources    ^f 
appeals,  it  was   extremely  improbable  that  busineas     ^^ 
this  description  would  not  be  speedily  brought  fonra^^ 
amply  sufficient  to  occupy  the  whole  of  his  time  witbo^^ 
having  recourse,  as  formerly,  to  the  list  of  original  causee^'^ — ' 
more  especially  as  the  suitors  would  be  aware  that   't>h6 
appeal  list  was  clear,  and  that  consequently  their  c»^^ 
would   be  forthwith  heard — and   that   by  a  judge  'V^^^ 
unlike  his  immediate  predecessors,  possesses  that  fiunil^'^'' 
ity  with  equitable  principles  and  practice,  from  ba-V^^^ 
passed  his  life  in  the  discussion  and  application  of 
without  which  the  decisions  of  the  Court  below  caa^ 
general,  undergo  no  very  satisfactory  revision. 

In  December,  causes  were  transferred  from  the  pap 
the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  to  the  paper  of  the 
Cliancellor  Knight  Bruce ;  and  in  January,  causes  w^^^ 
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transferred  from  the  paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  ^  ^^7' 
England  to  the  paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram.  In  Msmoranoa. 
February,  causes  were  transferred  from  the  paper  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the  paper  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  afterwards  transferred  to  the 
paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce.  The  first 
order  for  transferring  causes  from  the  paper  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  to  the  paper  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  with  the 
exception  of  an  order  made  in  the  time  of  Lord  Keeper 
Harcourt,  was  an  order  of  19th  February,  1842  (a).  The 
present  order  is  in  the  same  words.  Conformably  with  the 
plan  of  the  present  publication  (when  another  part  shall 
have  appeared,  that  plan  will  be  better  understood),  a 
copy  of  the  order  is  here  inserted.  All  the  former  orders 
have  been  in  the  same  words. — Saturday,  27th  February, 
1847.  Whereas  from  the  state  of  the  business  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  respectively, 
it  is  expedient  that  a  portion  of  the  causes  set  down  to  be 
heard  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  should  be  transferred 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor'^s  Book  of  Causes  for  hearing. 
Now  we  do  hereby  order  that  the  several  causes  set  forth 
in  the  schedule  hereunto  subjoined,  be  accordingly  trans- 
ferred from  the  Book  of  Causes  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
to  that  of  the  Lord  Chancellor.  And  we  do  further  order 
that  the  causes  so  to  be  transferred  (although  the  bills 
therein  may  have  been  marked  for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
under  the  orders  of  Court  of  the  5th  day  of  May,  1837, 
and  (notwithstanding  any  decree  or  orders  therein  made  by 


(a)  Before  the  order  of  the  19th 
of  February,  1842,  there  was  a 
notice  of  the  15th  of  February, 
that  if  any  plaintiffs  whose  causes 
were  then  set  down  to  be  heard 
before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
were  desirous  to  have  such  causes 
transferred  to  the  paper  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  they  were  to  ^ve 
in  to  the  Registrar  the  names  of 


the  causes,  which  they  so  desired  to 
be  transferred,  before  the  19th  of 
February,  and  were  immediately 
to  give  notice  thereof  to  the  clerks 
in  court  for  the  defendants.  The 
names  of  very  few  causes  were 
given  in  to  the  Registrar  under 
this  notice — not  more  than  seven 
or  eight. 
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the  Master  of  the  RoDs)  shall  hereafter  be  ewiiiewifl  soil 
taken  as  causes  originaUy  marked  for  the  Lotd  OnwirfiTirr^ 
and  be  subject  to  the  same  reguladoas  as  al  i  ■!!■■  i 
marked  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  are  smbftct  to  liv  ihe 
same  orders.  Provided  DeTertheleas  that  no  decree  tr 
order  made  by  the  Master  of  the  RoDs  in  anr  of  sndk 
causes  shall  be  varied  or  reversed  than  bv  the  Lord  Chaa- 
cellor  himself.  And  this  order  is  to  be  drawn  np  and 
entered  with  the  Registrar.  Cottenham,  L.  C^  Loi^dale, 
M.  U. — This  order  for  the  transfer  of  eanses  firom  the 
pa[)er  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the  p^wr  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  was  preceded  by  a  notice  that  the  eanses 
named  in  a  list  which  was  underneath,  would  on  the  day 
mentioned  in  the  notice  be  transferred  from  the  paper  of 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the  f^fer  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, unless  the  solicitors  for  all  the  parties  in  any  of 
such  causes  should  before  such  day  sign  and  ddiver  at 
the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  a 
request  in  writing,  that  the  causes  named  in  sodi  request 
respectively  might  remain  in  the  paper  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  in  which  case  the  causes  not  named  in  any 
such  request  would  alone  be  transferred  at  the  time 
aforesaid.  The  transfer  of  causes  which  took  place  from 
the  paper  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the  paper  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Februar}-,  1845,  was  preceded 
by  a  notice  verbatim  the  same.  That  was  the  first 
time  of  such  a  notice  being  issued  (a). 


Tranafer  of 
cauiet  in  the 
time  of  Lord 
Harcourt  from 
the  paper  of 
the  Master  of 
the  RoUf  to  the 
paper  of  the 
Lord  Keeper. 


(a)  The  transfers  of  causes  from 
the  paper  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  to  the  paper  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  which  have  taken  place 
at  different  times  during  the  last 
five  years,  were  made  in  order 
that  the  causes  might  be  after- 
wards transferred  to  the  papers 
of  one  of  the  Vice- Chancellors, 
and  heard  by  such  Vice-Chan- 
cellor.  The  keepemhip  of  Lord 
Harcourt  witnessed  the  novelty  of 


a  transfer  of  causes  from  the  paper 
of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the 
able  and  notorious  Sir  John  Tre- 
vor, to  that  of  the  Lord  Keeper, 
in  order  that  the  eanses  might  be 
heard  by  the  Lord  Keeper.  Lord 
Harcourt  became  Keeper  of  the 
Great  Seal  in  October,  1710. 
Whilst  at  the  bar  he  bad  princi- 
paUy  practised  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  It  is  probable  that  it 
was  the  intiouite  knowledge  thus 
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The  Lord  Chancellor  began  to  sit  in  the  House  of  Lords         1847. 
the  2nd  day  of  February ;  his  days  of  sitting  there  were  Memobav 
Mondays,   Tuesdays,   and   Thursdays,   and  in   Chancery,  Sittings  of 
Wednesdays,  Fridays,  and  Saturdays.     The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  sat  as  a  member  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council,  ten  days  in  the  month  of  December,  and 
ten  days  in  the  month  of  February.     The  sittings  of  the 
Court  after  Michaelmas  Term  began  1st  of  December,  and 
continued  until  the  24th  of  December  both  inclpsive.     The 


mequired  of  equity  doctrine  and 
practice,  which  enabled  him  in  the 
course  of  eighteen  months  to  des- 
patch all  the  appeals  and  original 
caases  set  down  before  him ;  and 
in  consequence  in  May,  1712,  an 
order  was  made  by  him  that  his 
secretary  and  the  senior  Registrar, 
together  with  the  secretary  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  and  the  senior 
Refnstrar  at  the  Rolls  should 
forthwith  attend  at  the  Registrar's 
office,  and  that  out  of  the  papers 
of  remaining  causes  set  down 
before  his  Honour  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  and  then  remaining 
unheard,  beginning  at  the  twen- 
tieth cause  in  such  paper,  they 
should  take  the  next  three  score 
causes  in  course  as  they  then 
stood  entered  therein,  and  make 
a  distinct  paper  thereof,  and  sign 
the  same,  and  that  in  such  paper 
they  should  set  down  the  first  fif- 
teen of  the  said  causes  to  be  heard 
before  his  Lordship  on  the  27th 
day  of  May  instant,  and  the  next 
fifteen  thereof  on  the  2bth  day  of 
May  instant,  there  being  no  causes 
appointed  before  him  for  those 
days,  and  the  next  ten  thereof  on 
the  30th  of  May  instant,  and  the 
residue  on  the  31st  of  May  in- 
stant. 

In  a  work  published  by  the  au- 


thor nineteen  years  ago  (A  brief 
Account  of  some  of  the  most  im- 
portant Proceedings  in  Parliament 
relative  to  the  Defects  in  the  Ad- 
ministration of  Justice  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  the  Court  of  Com- 
missioners of  Bankrupt,  together 
with  the  Opinions  of  different 
Statesmen  and  Lawyers  as  to  the 
Remedies  to  be  applied.  Murray, 
1828,  8vo.  pp.  436)  there  is  the 
following  passage : — "  Lord  Har- 
court  was  Chancellor  during  the 
last  seven  years  of  the  reign  of 
Queen  Anne,  and  it  appears  that 
on  one  occasion  he  disposed  of  all 
the  business  depending  before 
him  that  was  ready  to  be  heard ; 
but  there  was  at  that  time  a  great 
arrear  at  the  Rolls,  and  his  Lord- 
ship caused  a  part  of  the  suits  set 
down  there  to  be  transferred  to 
his  own  paper.  The  cause  that 
enabled  Lord  Harcoiirt  to  get  rid 
of  the  arrears  of  his  court  does 
not  appear  to  be  known,  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  temporary." 
The  circumstance  of  Lord  Har- 
court  having  disposed  of  all  the 
business  before  him  ready  to 
be  heard,  is  not  noticed  in  Lord 
Campbell's  Life  of  that  Chan- 
cellor. 
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1847. 

^ . ' 

Mbmoranoa. 


Order  far  the 
reduction  of 
net* 


sittings  after  Hilary  Term  began  the  8th  day  of  February, 
and  continued  until  Maunday  Thursday,  both  inelusive. 
The  Lord  Chancellor,  in  pursuance  of  ihe  8th  of  the 
General  Orders  of  May,  1845,  ordered  that  the  Easter 
Vacation  should  commence  on  Good  Friday,  the  2nd  of 
April,  and  terminate  on  Saturday  the  10th  of  April,  both 
inclusive.  The  sittings  will  be  resumed  at  Westminster, 
on  Tuesday  the  13th  April,  being  two  days  before  the 
commencement  of  Term. 

On  the  3rd  March,  a  General  Order  was  made  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  That  the 
Master  of  Reports  and  Entries,  and  the  Clerks  of  Reports 
shall  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  fees  of  2s.  for  the  first  side, 
and  Is.  6d.  for  every  other  side  containing  two  folios  of 
ninety  words  now  receivable  by  them  for  all  copies  of 
orders,  exceptions,  petitions,  reports,  or  other  docum^itB, 
receive  and  take  for  all  such  copies  bespoke  after  ihe  4th 
day  of  March  instant,  4ed.  for  every  folio  of  ninety  words 
and  no  more.— 'This  is  the  firstalteration  made  in  the  amount 
of  fees  payable  for  these  copies  since  the  time  of  Lord 
Hardwicke.  By  the  General  Order  of  November,  1743, 
the  fee  payable  for  the  first  side  was  Is.  6d.  and  for  eveiy 
other  side  1«.,  each  side  containing  twenty  lines  and  six 
words  in  a  line,  being  120  words  in  a  side.  By  the  31st  of 
the  General  Orders  of  December,  1833,  it  being  ordered 
that  all  copies  (except  of  bills)  should  contain  two  folios  io 
a  page,  each  folio  consisting  of  ninety  words,  the  fee 
payable  for  the  first  side  became  2^.,  and  for  every  other 
side  Is.  6d.  the  increase  in  the  fee  being  an  increase 
only  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  words  in  a  side. 
Except  that  political  change,  which  has  brought  back  to 
the  Court  a  judge,  who  entertains  opinions  such  as  those 
recorded  in  the  debate  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  May  last, 
on  the  Charitable  Trusts  Bill  (a),  no  event  has  occurred  of 


(a)   Hansard's  Parliamentary  Debates,  vol.  86,  3rd  series,  pagei 
752—780,  May  18th,  1846. 
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late  years,  which  is  likely  to  prove  so  beneficial  to  the 
equity  suitor  as  the  reduction  of  these  fees. 

On  the  8th  of  January  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the 
usual  annual  order  in  pursuance  of  his  Lordship's  order  of 
the  13th  January,  1844  (a),  appointing  twelve  solicitors  to 
examine  every  person  (not  having  been  previously  admitted 
an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas^ 
and  Exchequer,  or  one  of  them)  who  shall  apply  to  be 
admitted  a  solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  touching 
his  fitness  to  act  as  a  solicitor,  and  that  the  examiners 
shall  conduct  the  examination  in  the  manner  and  to  the 
extent  pointed  out  by  the  said  order  of  the  ISth  of  Janu- 
ary, 1844,  and  the  regulations  approved  in  reference 
thereto  (&). 

at  the  Rolls  House.  An  order  of 
the  2nd  November,  1842,  recitiiig 
the  Act  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  103, 
abolishing  the  office  of  Sworn 
Clerk,  discharged  so  much  of  the 
order  of  July,  1836,  as  directed 
that  four  of  the  sworn  clerks 
should  be  examiners,  and  directed 
the  examination  to  be  conducted 
by  the  solicitors  only.  These 
two  orders  were  signed  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  by  the 
Masters. 

The  order  of  the  13th  January, 
1844,  reciting  section  17  of  6  &  7 
Vict.  c.  73,  the  Attomies  and  Soli- 
citors Act,  orders,  that,  as  before, 
twelve  solicitors  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  each 
year  shall  be  the  examiners,  and 
they  are  to  conduct  the  examina- 
tion under  regulations  to  be  ap- 
proved by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  but  it  is  not  required  that 
a  Master  in  Chancery  shall  be 
present  and  preside  at  the  exami- 
nation, and  the  examination  is  to 
take  place  at  the  Hall  of  the  In- 
corporated Law  Society.     This 
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MSMOK. 

Usual  81 
order  <tf 
Master  1 
Ri^ap 
ingexsB 
for  thee 
nation  o 
sons  i^ii 
to  be  ad 
solidton 


(a)  See  the  next  note. 

(6)  The  first  order  of  this  kind 
was  made  in  July,  1836.  It  re- 
cited the  statutes  of  the  4th  Hen. 
IV.  c.  18 ;  3  Jac.  I.  c.  7>  s.  2 ;  2 
Geo.  2,  c.  23,  ss.  2  &  4,  an  order 
of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench, 
Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer, 
HiL  T.  1836,  and  that  the  Masters 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  had 
consented  that  one  of  them  should 
be  present  and  preside  at  the 
examination  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  it  ordered  that  four  of 
the  sworn  clerks,  and  twelve  soli- 
citors should  be  appointed  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  first 
day  of  Easter  Term  in  every  year 
to  be  the  examiners,  and  that  one 
of  the  Masters  in  Chancery  should 
be  present  and  preside  at  the 
examination,  and  should  or  should 
not  take  part  in  the  examination 
as  he  should  in  his  discretion 
think  fit,  and  that  the  examiners 
should  conduct  the  examination 
under  regulations  to  be  approved 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and 
die  examination  was  to  take  place 
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1847. 


Mbmobanda. 

Profetaional 
proHiotion. 


It  is  not  proposed  to  make  these  pages  a  register  of 
professional  promotion  in  general,  but  those  who  recollect 
the  debate  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  the  Record  Com- 
mission, February,  1836,  and  the  report  of  the  committee 
then  appointed,  August,  1836,  will  understand  the  motive 
for  the  exception  now  made.  In  Michaelmas  Term,  Mr. 
Charles  BuUer,  member  for  Liskeard,  and  Judge  Advocate, 
was  appointed  one  of  Her  Majesty'^s  counsel,  and  soon  after 
was  elected  a  Bencher  of  Lincoln'^s  Inn.  What  was  not 
just  in  the  proceedings  above  mentioned  as  regards  the 
author  of  the  present  volume,  has  long  ago  been  acknow- 
ledged, and  for  some  years  Mr.  BuIIer  has  had  no  greater 
admirer  of  his  talents,  and  no  one  saw  with  more  pleasure 
the  silk  gown  conferred,  or  voted  with  more  satisfaction 
that  he  should  be  invited  to  take  his  seat  at  the  table  on 
the  dais  of  Lincoln^s  Inn  Hall,  than  he  against  whom  those 
proceedings  were  mainly  directed. 


order  is  si^ed  by  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  only. 

The  regulations  of  1844  do 
not  differ  from  those  of  1836, 
except  in  the  substitution  of  the 


Law  Institution  for  the  Rolls 
House  as  the  place  of  examination. 
The  orders  and  regulations  are 
printed  in  Mr.  Beavan's  collec- 
tion. 


END  OF  PART  II.  VOL.  I. 


Errata. 


ERRATA. 

On  casual  reference  two  errors  have  been  noticed  in  Part  I. 
At  page  159,  it  is  said,  "When  Lord  Alvanley  first  practised  at  the 
bar,  he  must  have  daily  seen  orders  of  the  Court,  that  the  trustees 
should  lay  out  upon  mortgage  money  of  the  suitors  in  their  hands.'' 
The  context  will  show  that  "  Masters"  should  be  read  for  "  trustees." 

In  the  passage,  page  198,  *'  these  records  (the  books  of  enrolments 
of  grants  and  revocations  of  grants  of  the  persons  and  estates  of 
lunatics)  belonged  to  the  jurisdiction  possessed  by  the  Lord  Chao- 
cellor,"  &c,,  for  "belonged,"  read  "belong." 
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WILLIAM    M'MAHON,  AND    HENRIETTA    HIS        i846.     . 
WIFE,  V.  HUMPHREY  HARPER  BURCHELL,  .    p«°-^- 
AND  WILLIAM  ROBERT  CAPEL.  M'Ma«on». 

BUBOHKLL. 

Thb  pliunti£&  were  both  of  them  legatees  of  small  sums  An  inquiry  into 
(100/.  and  50/.)  under  the  will  of  Hannah  M'Mahon.     The  stituting  the 
defendants  were  her  executors.     The  plaintiff  WiUiam  ^^JlJ^^^indui. 
M^Mahon,    the    testatrix     Hannah     M'Mahon,    Charles  gence»aQd 

should  not  ex* 

M'Mahon,   Rehecca  M'Mahon,   James   M'Mahon,  Eliza  tendheyondthe 
M'Mahon,  and  Fanny  M'Mahon,  were  the  seven  children  ^^lmjIi^'  v 
of  Terence  M'Mahon,  of  the  island  of  St.  Christopher,  de-  biuty,  the  ftcti 

being  known,  is 

ceased,  who  by  his  will  devised  and  bequeathed  the  residue  a  question^for 
of  his  real  and  personal  estates  amongst  his  said  children.  \J^  for'the*" 
The  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  and  Charles  M'Mahon  Master. 

Question  as 

Wlsre  the  administrators  of  the  testator,  Terence  M'Mahon,  totheregularity 
with  the  will  annexed.  Partof  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  J^wJh^ndM* 
Terence  M'Mahon,  consisted  of  a  freehold  house  in  the  said  i*  necessary  to 

make  parties  to 

island  of  St.  Christopher,  in  which  he  had  resided,  called  the  suit  persons 
the  Lower  House.   Erom  the  death  of  the  testator,  Terence  ^tCTest^hilhe 
M*Mahon,  which  took  place  in  October,  1811,  down  to  su^ectofit. 

'  ....  Where  there 

February,  1830,  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  frequently,  is  neither  con- 
and  Charles    M'Mahon,   Rebecca    M'Mahon,  and   Eliza  ciusion%orany 
M'Mahon  occasionally,  occupied  the  said  Lower  House,  thing  iwdved, 

•"  *  occupation  by 

The  testatrix,   Hannah   M'Mahon,   and   the   two   other  one  tenant  in 
children,  James  M'Mahon  and  Fanny  M'Mahon,  never  no  liability  for 
occupied  it  at  aU.  "°*  *?  **^%  . 

v«/vuj^«w^  -w  WW  »M.  other  tenants  in 

common. 
KoTB.— Two  other  marginal  placita  belonging 
to  this  case  will  be  found  post,  pages  475,  478. 

H  H 
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1846.  ^  The  original  bill  merely  stated  the  bequest  of  the  two 
m*Mahon  9.  small  legacies,  and  prayed  payment  and  an  admission  of 
BuBCMLL.       assets,   or  the  nsual  account  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah 

M^Mahon^a  estate.  The  defendants  by  their  answer 
admitted  assets  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  to  pay 
the  legacies ;  but  they  alleged  that  a  large  sum  had  become 
due  from  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  to  the  estate  of 
the  testatrix,  Hannah  M^Mahon,  for  her  one-seventh  part 
of  the  rent,  which  it  was  insisted  the  plaintiff,  William 
M'Mahon,  was  liaUe  to  pay  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of 
the  said  house,  after  allowing,  for  the  expenses  of  keeping 
the  house  in  repair.  The  defendants  by  their  answer  stated 
that  the  sum  of  money  so  due  from  the  plaintiff,  William 
M'Mahon,  to  the  estate  of  the  said  testatrix,  Hannah 
M'Mahon,  had  never  been  paid,  and  they  insisted  that 
ihqr  were  entitled  to  have  the  amount  due  to  the  plaintiff 
for  their  legacies,  and  the  amount  due  from  the  plaintil^ 
William  M'Mahon,  to  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah 
M^Mahon,  for  her  one-seventh  part  of  the  rent  set  off— the 
one  amount  against  the  other  amount.  As  the  decision 
will  be  found  to  turn  upon  the  language  of  the  answer, 
the  passages  upon  which  the  claim  of  set-off  was  founded 
are  here  set  forth : — That  from  the  testator,  Ter^ice 
M'Mahon's  death,  on  the  Slst  October,  1811,  dowli  to 
the  21st  February,  1830,  the  plaintiff,  William  M<Mahon, 
and  Charles  M'Mahon,  and  also  Rebecca  M^Mahon  and 
Eliza  M'Mahon,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  occupied  the 
Lower  House,  and  by  virtue  thereof  an  occupation  rent 
accrued  due  and  payable  from  them  to  the  parties  entitled 
to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  Lower  House,  and  which 
rent  was  never  paid  or  satisfied.  That  the  testatrix, 
Hannah  M^Mahon,  never  occupied  the  said  Lower  House, 
nor  was  the  same  ever  occupied  by  any  of  the  children  of 
the  said  testator,  Terence  M'Mahon,  except  tiiose  therein- 
before in  that  behalf  mentioned.  That  from  the  81st 
October,  1811,  down  to  the  21st  February,  1830,  the 
said  Lower  House  was  chiefly  occupied  by  the  plaintiff, 
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William  M*Mahon,  or  his  attorney;  and  the  plaintiff^  me, 
WiUiam  M'Mabon,  or  his  attorney!  during  that  period  m<m ahpv  •• 
oceupied  the  said  house  at  intervals,  and  the  aggregate  ^^'^^■*<^ 
occupation  of  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  or  his 
attorney,  of  the  said  Lower  House,  and  for  which  he  was 
alone  chargeable,  amounted,  as  the  defendants  had  been 
informed  and  believed,  to  twelve  and  a  half  years ;  and  a 
fair  occupation  rent  for  the  said  Lower  House  during  the 
said  period,  after  deducting  incidental  expenses,  would,  as 
defendants  had  been  informed  and  believed,  be  the  sum 
therein  mentioned  or  thereabouts ;  and  that  the  sum  tiierein 
mentioned  or  thereabouts  was  due  and  owing  from  the 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  on  account  of  his  occupation 
of  the  said  Lower  House  on  the  21st  February,  1830,  to 
the  parties  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
Lower  House,  of  whom  the  said  testatrix,  Hannah 
M^Mahon,  was  one;  and  which  sum  the  said  plaintiff, 
William  M^Mahon,  never  paid;  and  the  said  testatrix, 
Hannah  M'Mahon,  was  entitled  to  a  seventh  part  or  share 
of  the  said  sum,  amounting  to  the  sum  therein  mentioned 
or  thereabouts ;  and  her  estate  represented  by  defendants 
was,  as  defendants  were  advised,  entitled  to  the  said  last- 
mentioned  sum,  together  with  interest  thereon,  if  interest 
was  payable  thereon,  after  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum 
from  the  21st  of  February,  1830,  to  the  time  of  payment. 
That  in  the  month  of  September,  1839,  the  said  plaintiff, 
William  M'Mahon,  furnished  to  Eliza  M'Mahon  an  account 
of  the  administration  of  the  effects  in  St.  Christopher  of 
the  testator,  Terence  M^Mahon,  deceased ;  and  that  at  the 
foot  of  such  account  there  was  a  memorandum  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  said  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  of  the 
diffidrent  periods  during  which  his  sisters  and  brother  and 
himself  occupied  the  said  Lower  House;  and  the  period 
thereinbefore  stated,  during  which  he  the  said  plaintiff, 
William  M'Mahon,  occupied  the  said  house,  was  computed 
from  such  memorandum.  That  the  plaintiff,  William 
M^Mahon,  in  a  letter  from  himself  to  Eliza  M^Mahon, 

nil  2 
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1846.        dated  the  18th  Septemb^,  1839,  and  wiudi  aeeom 
M'Mahokv.     the  said  account  stated.  Sec.    [The  effect  d  this  lettor 
BumcBBLL.       sufficiently  appears  from  the  judgment,  post,  page  466.] 

Upon  the  coming  in  of  the  answer  the  bill  was  amended, 
stating  and  charging  as  follows: — ^That  the  defendants 
pretended  they  were  entitled  to  retain  ont  of  the  sud 
legacies  certain  monies  which  they  alleged  to  have  been 
due  from  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  to  the  said  testatrix^ 
Hannah  M^Mahon,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  in  respects 
of  one-seventh  share  of  a  house  in  the  island  of  Saint  Chris- 
topher, called  the  Lower  House,  devised  by  the  testator^ 
Terence  M'Mahon,  to  the  said  testatrix,  Hannah  M^Mahon^ 
and  plaintiff,  ^Vill]am  M'Mahon,  and  the  five  other  childrei 
of  the  said   testator,  Terence  M^Mahon,  as  tenants 
conunon,  and  which  the  said  defendants  alleged  to  have 
in  the  sole  occupation  of  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  for 
considerable  period.     Whereas  plaintiflb  charged  that 
said  house  was  never  occupied  by  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon^. 
exclusively  of  the  said  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  and  thi 
other  tenants  in  common  thereof.    And  plaintiflb 
that  by  the  will  of  the  said  testator,  Terence  M^Mahon,  tb 
residue  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estates  was  given 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  and  the  said  testatrix,  Hannaii^^ 
M'Mahon,  and  the  said  other  children  of  the  said  testator 
Terence  M^Mahon,  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  plaintiff, 
William  M'Mahon,  and  Charles  M'Mahon  were  the  ad 
ministrators  of  the  said  testator,  Terence  M'Mahon ;  an 
for  the  purposes  of  such  administration  it  was  necessary 
that  they  should  reside  in  the  said  island  of  St.  Chris- 
topher ;  and  the  said  Lower  House  was  never  occupied  by 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  except  with  the  sanction  of 
the  said  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  and  of  the  other 
tenants  in  common  thereof,  and  when  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  administration.  And  plaintifib  charged 
that  the  said  defendants  ought,  without  any  dednction  on 
that  account,  to  pay  to  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  the 
said  legacies  of  100/.  and  BOL  so  given  to  plaintiffs  by  the 
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said  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  as  aforesaid,  but  which  1B46. 
they  refused  to  do.  And  the  said  defendants  sometimes  m<Mabon  v. 
pretended  that  they  were  entitled  to  retain  out  of  the  said  ^^'*<'"*"* 
legacies  the  amount  of  such  alleged  rent.  Whereas  plain- 
tiffs charged  that  if  any  rent  was  payable  in  respect  of  such 
alleged  occupation  by  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  which 
plaintifis  did  not  admit,  the  same  was  a  charge  of  the  said 
administration  and  an  item  in  the  account  between  plaintiff, 
William  M'Mahon,  and  the  said  Charles  M'Mahon  as  the 
administrators,  and  the  said  testatrix,  Hannah  M^Mahon, 
and  the  other  children  of  the  said  testator,  Terence 
M'Mahon,  as  the  residuary  legatees  of  the  said  testator, 
Terence  M'Mahon,  and  ought  not  to  be  set  off  against  the 
said  legacies.  And  the  plaintiffs  charged  that  the  said 
defendants  refused  to  inform  plaintiffs  of  the  amount  of 
such  alleged  debt.  And  the  plaintifis  submitted  that  the 
said  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  set  up  their  said 
alleged  claim  or  to  have  any  account  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  Lower  House  taken  in  this  suit,  or  to 
retain  any  part  of  the  said  legacies  in  respect  thereof. 

No  further  answer  was  put  in.  In  order  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  considered  himself  and 
Charles  M'Mahon,  Rebecca  M^Mahon,  and  Eliza  M'Mahon 
liable  to  their  brothers  and  sisters  for  rent  during  such 
periods  as  they  had  occupied  the  Lower  House,  the  defend- 
ants read  in  evidence  the  account  furnished  by  the  plaintiff, 
William  M'Mahon,  to  Eliza  M*Mahon,  and  the  memo- 
randum in  his  handwriting  at  the  foot  of  it,  and  also  certain 
letters  of  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  including  the 
letter  set  forth  in  the  answer. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-Chancellor 
Wigram  in  April,  1843,  when  his  Honour  said  that  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  William  had  been  occupying 
tenant  of  premises  which  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the 
testator  Terence,  the  father,  and  that  there  was  rent  due 
from  him,  to  one  seventh  of  which  the  estate  of  Hannah, 
the  testatrix,  was  entitled ;  the  plaintiff  William  had  there- 
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IMI.  fore  in  his  hands  monies  which  belonged  to  the  estate  of 
M'Mahon  v.  the  testatrix  Hannah ;  and  he  thought  the  Court  ought  not 
Bdbomill.       ^  disregard  that  fact,  and  decree  the  full  payment  of  his 

legacy  by  the  executors  of  the  testatrix  Hannah.  It  was 
not  suggested  that  there  was  any  joint  lease  of  the  pre- 
mises to  the  four  tenants  in  common  who  at  different  times 
occupied  the  house.  They  appeared  to  be  at  law  severally 
liable  in  respect  of  their  occupation.  He  could  not,  how- 
ever, direct  an  account  of  what  was  due  from  the  plaintiff 
William,  unless  the  whole  of  the  residuary  legatees  were 
parties,  and  were  bound  by  the  account  and  inquiries.  If 
the  residuary  legatees  of  the  testator  Terence,  who  were 
not  before  the  Court,  would  appear  and  consent  to  be  bound 
by  the  account,  he  might  direct  it  to  be  taken  in  this  suit. 
*  If  anything  was  found  due  from  the  plaintiff  William  as 

the  tenant  of  the  premises  in  question  that  would  be  set  off 
as  against  his  legacy :  but  it  would  not  form  any  set-off 
against  the  legacy  to  the  plaintiff  Henrietta,  his  wife  (a). 

Rebecca  M'Mahon  was  dead  and  Eliza  M^Mahon  was  her 
personal  representative.  Fanny  M'Mahon  was  also  dead  and 
Eliza  M'Mahon  and  James  M^Mahon  were  her  personal 
representatives.  Charles  M'Mahon  was  resident  out  of  the 
jurisdiction.  Eliza  M^Mahon  and  James  M^Mahon  consented 
in  their  individual  and  representative  capacities  to  appear 
and  be  bound  by  the  inquiries  and  accounts  to  be  directed 
in  the  suit.  The  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  thereupon  made  a 
decree  dated  the  24th  of  June,  1843,  as  follows. — It  was 
ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an 
account  of  what  was  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 
two  legacies  of  100/.  and  50/.  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
and  the  plaintiff  William  M'Mahon  consenting,  and  the 
plaintiff  Henrietta,  his  wife,  not  opposing,  and  the  defendants 
respectively  consenting  to  the  appearance  of  Eliza  M^Mahon 

(a)  See  3  Hare,  97.    There  are  Hare  has  not  been  so  happy  u 

some  passages  in  this  judgment  he  usually  is  in  seizing  the  Vicc- 

from  which  the  author  ventures  Chancellor's  meaning, 
to  conjecture  that  his  friend  Mr. 
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aad  James  M^Mahon  not  parties  to  the  suit,  and  the  said  1845. 
Elita  M'Mahon  for  herself  and  as  the  personal  repre-  M'Mahonv. 
sratative  of  the  late  Rebecca  M'Mahon  and  one  of  the  ®^"^»"^ 
personal  representatives  of  Fanny  M^Mahon,  and  said 
James  M^Mahon  for  himself,  and  as  one  of  the  personal 
representatives  of  said  Fanny  M'Mahon,  four  of  the  devi- 
sees and  legatees  of  the  residuary  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty of  Terence  M^Mahon,  the  testator,  in  the  pleadings 
named,  appearing  by  their  counsel  and  consenting  to  be 
bound  by  the  inquiries  and  accounts  therein  directed: 
It  was  ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  said  Master 
to  ascertain  and  state  to  the  Court  whether  the  plaintiff, 
William  M^Mahon,  was  during  any,  and,  if  any,  what  time 
in  the  occupation  of  the  Lower  House  in  the  pleadings  of 
this  cause  mentioned  since  the  death  of  the  said  testator, 
Terence  M'Mahon;  and  if  so  whether  the  said  plaintiff, 
William  M^Mahon,  ought  to  be  charged  with  any,  and, 
if  any,  what  sum  of  money  in  respect  of  such  occupation. 
And  the  said  Master  was  to  ascertain  and  state  whether 
anything  and  what  was  paid  and  when,  since  the  death 
of  the  said  testator,  Terence  M^Mahon,  by  the  plaintiff, 
William  M^Mahon,  for  or  in  respect  of  repairs  and  out- 
goings of  the  said  house  or  otherwise  on  account  thereof. 
And  whether  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah 
M'Mahon,  there  was  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  William 
M'Mahon,  in  respect  of  the  said  occupation  any  sum, 
and,  if  any,  what  sum  liable  to  the  payment  or  satis- 
faction of  the  said  legacies,  with  liberty  to  said  Master 
to  state  any  circumstances  specially  as  to  any  of  the  mat- 
ters so  referred  to  him. 

Under  this  decree  various  proceedings  had  taken  place, 
but  all  of  them  immaterial  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 
Hie  plaintiflfe  being  dissatisfied  with  the  decree,  presented 
a  petition  of  appeal  from  it. 

SirFrancU  Simpkinson^i/Lr.  James  Parker,  Mr.  jRoft,  Mr. 
Bagshawe,Biid  Mr.  Hislop  Clarke,  were  the  counsel  engaged. 

For  the  appellants  it  was  submitted  that  the  decree  was 


.%- 
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1846.  erroneous.  That  if  any  inquiry  was  proper,  it  ought  to 
m*Mahon  v.  hsL\e  been  directed  in  the  terms  of  the  allegation  contained 
BuRCHELL.       jjj  |.jjQ  pleadings ;  but  that  no  inquiry  at  all  ought  to  have 

been  directed.  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon, 
had  been  in  occupation  was  not  disputed.  It  was  his 
liability  only  by  reason  of  that  occupation  to  pay  rent  to 
the  other  tenants  in  common  that  was  disputed*  That 
liability  was  no  subject  for  inquiry.  The  question  was  a 
mere  question  of  law.  Besides  the  inquiry  was  not  a  fitting 
inquiry  for  a  mere  legacy  suit  like  the  present.  That  it 
had  been  long  the  law  that  where  one  tenant  in  oonunon 
took  the  'whole  profits,  the  other  had  no  remedy  against 
him  (a).  That  was  the  conunon  law.  That  this  had  been 
altered  by  the  statute  for  the  Amendment  of  ihe  Law(&),  by 
which  one  tenant  in  common  might  sustain  an  action 
against  the  other  tenant  in  conunon  as  bailiff,  for  receiving 
more  than  came  to  his  just  share  or  proportion.  But  this 
statute  gave  no  remedy  except  where  the  tenant  in  common, 
against  whom  the  action  was  brought,  had  received  more 
than  his  proportion.  The  declaration  must  so  state. 
Wheeler  v.  Home  (c.)  A  case  of  simple  occupation  was 
unaffected  by  the  statute.  Where  there  was  mere  occu- 
pation the  tenant  in  common  was  not  liable  for  rent  either 
at  law  or  in  equity.  There  must  be  either  exclusion,  or 
some  contract,  to  make  the  occupying  tenant  in  common 
liable.  In  the  present  case  the  house  had  been  open  to  all 
the  tenants  in  common ;  it  was  clear  that  there  was  no 
exclusion.  As  to  contract,  none  was  alleged  by  the  answer. 
If  the  answer  had  alleged  contract  the  evidence  viras  the 
other  way. 

For  the  respondents,  Henderson  v.  JEIason^  before  the 
Viee-Chancellor  of  England,  July,  1846,  was  cited,  in 
which  it  was  stated  that  His  Honour  had  held  that  a  tenant 
in  common  occupying  the  premises  was  liable  for  rent  to 
the   other  tenant  in  common,  although  there  had  been 

(a)  Coke  Litt.  199  b.  (6)  4  Anne,  c.  16,  sect  27. 

(c)  Willes,  20s. 
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neither  exclusion  nor  contract  (a).  It  was  true  that  at  < 
conunon  law  no  action  would  lie  by  one  tenant  in  common  M'M. 
against  the  other  tenant  in  common,  unless  the  latter  had  ^^^ 
been  actually  appointed  bailiff  to  the  former.  That  the 
statute  of  Anne  gave  a  right  of  action,  although  there  had 
been  receipt  only,  and  no  actual  appointment  as  bailiff. 
That  it  was  but  fair  to  extend  the  remedy  where  there  had 
been  possession  and  occupation,  although  without  anything 
being  actually  received.  That  the  Act  for  the  Limitation 
of  Actions  and  Suits  relating  to  Real  Property  {b)  had 
produced  an  important  change  in  the  law  as  regarded  the 
position  of  one  of  several  tenants  in  common.  By  section 
12,  when  any  one  tenant  in  common  is  in  possession  of  more 
than  his  share,  such  possession  is  no  longer  to  be  deemed 
the  possession  of  the  other  tenants  in  common.  It  was 
submitted,  therefore,  that  under  the  effect  of  this  clause 
the  plaintiff  William  M'Mahon's  possession  must  be  taken 
as  an  adverse  possession,  and  to  amount  to  an  exclusion. 
The  letters  and  other  documents  in  evidence  contained 
enough  to  justify  an  inquiry,  which  might,  perhaps,  end  in 
showing  that  there  was  a  contract. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  the  bill  was  filed  to 
recover  two  small  legacies,  the  one  of  100/..  and  the  other 
of  50/.,  bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff  William  M'Mahon, 
and  the  co-plaintiff  his  wife  respectively,  by  the  will  of 
Hannah  M'Mahon,  the  plaintiff  William  M'Mahon's  sister. 

(a)  In  this  case  of  Hemier^offv.  This  claim  the  Master  allowed; 

^MOii,  Edward  and  Robert  EasoD  and  an  exception  to  his  report 

•  tcnsnt  ^ere  tenants  in  common  in  fee  of  having  been  taken  was  overruled 

Igj^  ^j^^  certun  lands.    These  lands  Ed-  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  Eng- 

■et  and  ward  had  for  many  years  occupied  land.    There  was  an  appeal  from 

^*^^^^    and  cultivated  as  a  farm.    There  His   Honour's  decision   to   the 

*  was  no  agreement  that  he  should  Lord  Chancellor,  who   directed 

pay  any  rent  to  Robert,  nor  had  that    Robert    shonld    bring    an 

Robert  demanded  any  rent.    Ed-  action,  and  that  the  appeal  should 

ward  was  dead,  and  the  suit  being  stand  over  until  the  restdt  of  the 

one  for  the  administration  of  his  action    shotdd    be    ascertained, 

estate,  Robert  carried  in  before  Henderson  v.  Eason,  L.  C.  May, 

the  Master  a  claim  for  the  moiety  1847. 

of  a  reasonable  occupation  rent.  (&)  3  &  4  WUl.  IV.  c.  27,  s.  12. 


466  REPORTS  IN  CHANCBRT, 

Ii46.  The  defendants  were  the  testatrix  Hannali  M'Habn's 
M'MABoirv.  executors.  The  defendants  by  their  answer  admittwl 
BuMaiLL.      assets  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  to  pay  these 

legacies.    They  stated  however  that  the  plaintiff,  Wmiioi 
M'Mahon,  the  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  and  CSuries 
M^Mahon,  James  M'Mahon,  Eliza  M^Mah<m,  Rebecca 
M^Mahon,  and  Fanny  M'Mahon,  were  the  seven  children 
of  Terence  M'Mahon,  and  that  Terence  M'Mahon  by  his 
will  gave  his  real  and  personal  estates  in  eqnal  shares 
amongst  his  seven  children,  as  tenants  in  common.    The 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  and  Charles  M^Mahon,  wne 
the  administrators  of  the  testator,  Terence  M^Mahcn,  with 
the  will  annexed.  Each  of  the  seven  children  of  the  testator, 
Terence  M'Mahon,  became  entitled  to  a  seventii  part  of 
his  remaining  i*eal  and  personal  estates.    Part  of  the  real. 
estate  was  a  freehold  house  called  the  Lower  Hoose,  in  th^ 
island  of  St.  Christopher,  in  which  the  testator,  Terencessr 
M^Mahon,  resided  at  the  time  of  his  death.    According 
the  allegation  of  the  answer  from  the  death  of  the  testator, 
Terence  M*Mahon,  in  October,  1811,  down  to  February. 
1830,    the    plaintiff,    William    M'Mahon,    and    Charl< 
M'Mahon,  and  two  of  the  other  children,  or  some  or  on 
of  them,  occupied  the  house,  and  by  virtue  thereof 
occupation  rent  accrued  due  to  the  parties  entitled 
the  rents  of  the  house.    That  was  the  language  of  th 
answer.    Accordingly  to  the  answer  this  rent  which 
accrued  due  from  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  afte 
deducting  incidental  expenses,  amounted  to  a  consideraUi 
sum.    The  answer  alleged  an  account  furnished  by  th< 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  and  a  memorandum  in 
handwriting  at  the  foot  of  it,  the  memorandum  statinj^ 
the  periods  that  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  and  hi9 
brother  and  sisters  had  occupied.      Neither  the  accountr 
nor  the  memorandum  said  anything  of  the  amount  of 
rent.    The  letter  of  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  set 
forth  in  the  answer  said  nothing  of  the  amount  of  rent. 
The  pkintiff,  William  M'Mahon^  in  such  letter  said  he  did 
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not  know  what  the  rent  ought  to  be  :  the  amount  of  the        1M^« 
nut  was  to  be  ascertained  from  information  of  competent  m<Maron  «. 
persons.    The  amoimt  therefore  of  the  occupation  rent  ^''*®"'** 
mentioned  in  the  answer  was  not  derived  from  the  account 
and  memorandum,  nor  from  the  letter  accompanying  them. 
The  other  letters  that  had  been  read  in  evidence  were 
equally  silent  as  to  the  amount  of  the  rent.    The  amount 
of  the  occupation  rent  stated  in  the  answer,  rested  entirely 
on  the  information  and  belief  of  the  defendants.    The 
circumstance  that  the  amount  of  rent  was  nowhere  men- 
tioned, afforded  a  strong  presumption  that  there  never  had 
been  any  agreement  that  rent  should  be  paid.    There  was 
not  a  trace  in  the  correspondence,  that  it  had  ever  been 
agreed  that  even  a  reasonable  rent  should  be  paid.    All 
that  the  letters  showed  was,  that  the  plaintiff,  William 
M^Mahon,   thought   that    himself  and   his  brother  and 
sisters  were  liable  for  rent  for  the  periods  of  their  respec- 
tive occupation.    There  were  expressions  indicating  such 
an  idea  in  his  mind,  and  this  was  not  to  be  wondered  at, 
when  the  answer  seemed  to  lay  it  down  as  a  rule  of  law, 
that  one  tenant  in  common  is  liable  for  rent  to  the  other 
tenants  in  common,  by  reason  of  occupation  and  nothing 
more :  and  it  had,  as  it  was  said  at  the  bar,  been  lately  so 
determined  in  one  branch  of  the  Court.    The  letters  then 
did  not  recognize  any  agreement.  They  contained  no  refer- 
ence to  any  agreement.     With  regard  to  exclusion  it  was 
plain  there  was  none.  The  answer  alleged  that  the  plaintiff, 
William  M*Mahon,  and  one  of  his  brothers  and  two  of  his 
usters,  had  occupied  the  house  during  certain  periods :  but 
it  nowhere  alleged  that  the  other  brothers  and  sisters 
might  not  have  occupied  the  house  if  they  had  thought  fit. 
Upon  the  coming  in  of  the  answer  stating  the  occupation, 
the  bill  was  amended,  expressly  charging  that  the  house 
was  never  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon, 
exclusively  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  and  the 
oUier  tentmts  in  common :  and  that  it  was  occupied  with 
the  sanction  of  the  testatrix,  Hannah  M^Mahon,  and  the 
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1M6.  other  tenants  in  common,  and,  when  neoeaBuy,  ibr  tiie 
M'Mahon*.  purposes  of  the  administration  of  the  testator  Tcfeoee 
BuMULL.       M'Mahon's  estate.     The  bill  charged  that  if  any  rent  m 

payable  in  respect  of  such  occupati<Hi,  the  same  was  achvge 
of  the  administration  of  the  testator  Terenee  M'Mahoo*8 
estate,  and  an  item  in  the  account  between  the  pbintifil 
William  M^Mahon,  and  CSiaries  M'Mahoo,  as  the  adminis- 
trators, and  the  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahoo,  and  the 
other  children  of  the  testator,  Terence  M^Mahon.  To  this 
amended  bill  the  defendants  had  never  thought  fit  to 
put  in  any  answer.  The  title  to  rent  could  not  therefore 
be  founded  on  any  exclusive  occupation.  ^Vhat  then 
the  result!  What  was  the  issue  between  the  parties 
The  charge  in  the  bill,  that  if  any  rent  was  payaUe 
respect  of  the  occupation,  the  same  was  a  charge  of 
administration  of  the  testator  Terence  M^Mahim's  estate 
must  be  laid  aside.  It  was  a  misapprehension.  The 
was  a  freehold  house,  and  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahoi 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it  in  his  character  of  administraU 
The  defendants  said,  you  the  plaintiff,  William  M'AIahoi 
occupied  the  Lower  House,  and  an  occupati<m 
became  due ;  but  the  defendants  did  not  say  that  the 
cupation  was  under  any  agreement  to  pay  rent.  Evideni 
too  of  any  such  agreement  there  was  none.  The  plaintii 
say,  it  is  very  true  that  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Maho=r 
occupied  the  house,  but  he  never  occupied  it  to  tl 
exclusion  of  the  other  tenants  in  common.  This 
defendants  do  not  think  fit  to  contest.  The  case 
up  by  the  defendants,  therefore,  was  neither  conj 
nor  exclusion,  nor  anything  else  except  simple  occupation 
This  was  the  result.  It  was  upon  this  that  issue  w^ 
joined.  The  defendants  could  not  go  out  of  that  issu*  .^f^^' 
It  was  by  that  issue  that  they  must  abide.  They  might  ha^^  -'^^ 
availed  themselves  of  the  opportunity  of  modifying 
issue,  but  they  had  not  done  so.  They  had  not  thougl 
fit  to  put  in  any  answer  to  the  amended  bill.  It  mu? — ^ 
therefore  be  taken  that  the  defendants  intended  to 
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this  propoBition  :  that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff,  William  ^**V_. 
M'Mahon,  having  occupied  the  house  in  question  rendered  m*Mahon  v. 
him  liable  to  pay  rent  to  the  other  tenants  in  common.  ®^**^"*"- 
Now  the  inquiry  directed  by  the  decree  was  whether  the 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  had  been  in  the  occupation  of 
the  house,  and  whether  he  ought  to  be  charged  with  rent 
in  respect  of  such  occupation.  This  by  no  means  accorded 
with  the  issue  between  the  parties.  Such  an  inquiry 
would  justify  the  defendants  in  showing  that  there  had 
been  an  agreement  to  pay  rent,  or  that  there  had  been 
exclusion.  It  was  a  roving  inquiry,  leaving  it  open  to  the 
defendants  to  show  that  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon, 
ought  to  be  charged  with  rent  in  respect  of  his  occupation, 
for  any  reason  that  might  turn  up.  No  matter  in  what 
way  the  claim  to  rent  might  arise,  the  defendants  would 
be  at  liberty  to  bring  it  forward.  There  were,  no  doubt, 
various  modes  of  occupation  which  would  make  the  tenant 
in  common  occupying  liable  to  rent  to  the  other  tenants  in 
common,— but  those  other  modes  ought  not  to  be  the 
subject  of  discussion  in  the  Master^s  Office.  The  defend- 
antSi  if  they  had  been  entitled  to  any  inquiry,  ought  to 
be  confined  to  the  specific  case  raised  by  the  answer.  An 
inquiry  was  an  indulgence.  Sometimes  it  was  granted  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence,  and  merely  upon  the  state- 
ment in  the  answer.  In  general,  however,  the  answer 
was  supported  by  some  evidence  which  the  Court  thought 
imperfect.  In  either  case,  however,  it  was  an  indulgence. 
A  case  was  not  proved  but  was  suggested,  which  the 
Court  thought  ought  to  be  investigated  in  order  to  enable 
it  to  do  complete  justice  between  the  parties.  In  such  an 
investigation  a  party  ought  to  be  strictly  bound  by  the 
case  which  he  has  suggested.  An  inquiry  into  a  matter 
constituting  the  defence  to  a  suit  is  an  indulgence,  and 
should  not  extend  beyond  the  case  alleged.  Under  such 
circumstances  as  were  then  before  the  Court,  the  defend- 
ants merely  stating  that  rent  became  due  by  virtue  of 
occupation,  they  could  not  be  allowed  to  establish  that 
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184«^  oBie  by  proof  of  some  other  cMe — ^for  instance,  of  in 
M'Mabon  v.  agreement :  and  yet  under  this  inquiry  the  defendants 
BuBOHBLL.  would  be  at  liberty  to  show  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment, and  under  that  agreement  there  woold  be  a 
title  to  rent,  whether  the  plaintiff  William  M^Mahon 
had  occupied  the  house  or  not.  There  were,  more- 
over, other  objections  to  the  inquiry.  The  Master  was 
not  to  direct  his  attention  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
occupation.  He  was  not  to  investigate  any  agreement. 
Looking  at  the  case  made  it  would,  as  he  had  already 
stated,  have  been  irregular  to  direct  any  inquiry  of  that 
kind.  The  inquiry  was  whether  the  plaintiff,  William 
M'Mahon,  had  been  in  the  occupation  of  the  house.  Now 
respecting  that  there  was  no  dispute.  The  fact  of  the 
occupation  was  admitted.  Then  the  inquiry  was  whether 
the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  ought  to  be  charged  with 
any  rent  in  respect  of  such  occupation.  But  this  was  a 
legal  question.  If  it  was  meant  to  decide  that  a  tenant  in 
common  was  liable  for  rent  in  respect  of  occupation  only, 
why  did  not  the  Court  so  decide  without  sending  the  matter 
to  the  Master?  It  was  not  the  habit  of  the  Court  to 
refer  it  to  the  Master  to  make  an  inquiry  as  to  l^al 
liability,  when  it  had  before  it  all  the  facts  from  which  the 
legal  liability  was  to  be  inferred.  Legal  liability,  the  facts 
being  known,  is  a  question  for  the  Court  and  not  for  the 
Master.  This  was  a  further  objection.  Another  further 
objection  to  this  inquiry  was  that  it  was  an  inquiry  not 
between  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  and  the  estate  of 
the  testatrix,  Hannah  M'Mahon,  out  of  which  the  legacies 
which  the  bill  was  brought  to  recover  were  to  be  paid,  but 
between  the  plaintiff,  William  M^Mahon,  and  another  estate, 
the  estate  of  the  testator,  Terence  M^Mahon.  Persons  not 
parties  to  the  suit  were  interested  in  the  inquiry;  and  those 
persons  had  appeared  by  counsel  and  consented  to  be  bound 
by  the  inquiry,  and  the  plaintifls  and  the  defendants  so  far 
as  they  were  able  had  consented  to  that  course.  Now  an 
inquiry,  which  rendered  it  necessary  to  make  parties  to  the 
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suit  persons  who  had  no  interest  in  the  subject  of  it,  could  m<. 
hardly  be  considered  as  regular;  at  all  events  it  was  unusual  M'Maboit  v. 
and  must  often  produce  inconvenience,  and  was  an  inquiry  S^^o^m**** 
to  which  a  plaintiff  might  reasonably  object.  In  such  a 
suit  as  this,  merely  for  the  payment  of  two  small  legacies,  an 
inquiry  of  this  kind  could  hardly  be  right.  If  there  was 
any  claim  by  the  estate  of  the  testator,  Terence  M'Mahoo, 
upon  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  some  more  convenient 
mode  might  be  found  of  rendering  it  available.  The  ques- 
tion then  was,  the  house  being  open  to  all  the  tenants  in 
common,  and  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  having  been 
in  the  occupation,  but  there  being  no  exclusion  of  the  other 
tenants  in  common,  and  there  being  an  absence  of  all  con- 
tract, was  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  liable  to  rent. 
It  had  been  said  that  in  a  recent  case  the  Vice-chancellor 
of  England  had  so  decided.  He  could  not  think  that  any 
such  doctrine  had  been  laid  down.  The  effect  would  be, 
where  there  were  several  tenants  in  common  and  one  was 
derirous  of  occupying  the  premises,  that  the  other  tenants 
in  conunon  by  avoiding  actual  occupation,  would  be  able  to 
convert  the  occupying  tenant  in  common  into  their  bailiff. 
A  tenant  in  common  would  be  prevented  from  occupying 
the  premises  except  upon  the  terms  of  paying  rent  to  the 
other  tenants  in  common.  He  could  not  think  that  any 
such  proposition  as  this  was  intended  to  be  asserted.  The 
law  upon  this  subject  had  been  well  established  for  a 
great  number  of  years.  Lord  Coke,  in  the  passage  cited, 
had  said  that  if  one  tenant  in  common  took  the  whole  pro- 
fits, the  other  had  no  remedy  by  law  against  him.  Prior  to 
the  act  for  the  amendment  of  the  law  it  was  only  where  one 
tenant  in  common  had  made  the  other  his  bailiff  that  an 
action  would  lie  (a).    The  act  for  the  amendment  of  the 

i;  (a)  Co.  litt.  172  a.    If  there  against  him  at  bailiff,  and  so  are 

be  two  tenants  in  common    of  the  bookes  to  be  intended  that 

kndsy  and   the  one   make   the  speak  of  an  action  of  account  in 

other  his  bailiff  of  his  moiety  he  that  case, 

•ban  have  an  action  of  account  According  to  Coke  (ibid),  by 
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1846.       Jaw  enabled  one  tenant  in  common  to  bring  an  action 
M'Mahon  9. '  against  the  other  for  receiving  more  than  his  just  share. 

BUBCHSLL^ 


bailiff  is  understood  a  servant 
that  hath  administration,  and 
charge  of  lands,  goods,  and  chat- 
tels, to  make  the  best  benefit 
for  the  owner,  against  whom  an 
action  of  account  doth  lie  for 
the  profits  which  he  hath  raised, 
or  might  by  his  industry  or  care 
have  reasonably  raised  or  made, 
his  reasonable  charges  and  ex- 
penses deducted. 

Actions  of  account  against 
bailiffs  are  of  frequent  occurrence 
in  the  Year  Books.  The  pleadings 
in  an  actbn  of  this  kind  (13  Eliz.) 
may  be  seen  in  Coke's  Entries, 
46. 

The  "  Computus"  will  be  found 
at  the  end  of  this  note.  It  is 
there  subjoined  as  affording  a 
good  example  of  an  account  taken 
at  common  law  by  auditors  at  a 
period  when  the  action  of  account 
was  still  in  frequent  use. 

In  order  probably  to  procure 
matter  for  illustration  of  a  case 
which  was  not  long  since  before 
the  Court,  the  author  has  been 
asked  the  date  of  the  earliest  bill 
for  an  account  against  a  bailiff 
which  has  come  under  his  obser- 
vation. He  is  unable  to  answer 
the  question.  He  does  not,  how- 
ever, recollect  to  have  met  with 
any  kind  of  bill  for  account  prior 
to  the  reign  of  Edward  IV.  Not- 
withstanding there  was  no  power, 
except  in  some  rare  cases,  to  exa- 
mine the  parties  upon  oath,  the 
action  of  account  seems,  until  the 
reign  of  Elizabeth,  to  have  been 
not  very  inadequate  to  our  social 
wants. 


It  may  be  useful  to  bear  in 
mind  that  the  action  of  account, 
given  by  the  statute  for  the  amend- 
ment of  the  law  is  very  different 
from  the  action  of  account  against 
a  bailiff  at    common  law.     In 
Wheeler  v.  Home,  Willcs,  208, 
Chief  Justice  Willes — after  saying 
that  the  words  of  the  Act  are  that 
actions  of  account  may  be  brought 
and  maintained  by  one  tenant  in 
common   against   the    other  as 
bailiff,  for  receiving  more  than 
comes  to  his  just  share  or  pro- 
portion,  and   the   auditors   ap« 
pointed  by  the  Court  where  such 
action  shall  be  depending  are  to 
administer  an  oath,  and  to  exi* 
mine  the  parties   touching   the 
matters  in  question — adds,  that 
though    an   action    of  account^ 
therefore,  may  be  brought  by  ona 
tenant  in  common  against  ano* 
ther  since  this  statute,  yet  it  is  an 
action  of  a  very  different  natnre 
from  an  action  of  account  against 
a  bailiff  at  common  law;  first, 
because  a  bailiff  at  common  law 
is  answerable  not  only  for  hii 
actual  receipts,  but  for  what  he 
might  have  made  of  the  lands 
without  his  wilful  default,  as  is 
expressly  held  in  Coke  litt.  and 
in  many  other  books ;  but  by  the 
plain   words    of    the    statute  a 
tenant  in  common  when  sued  as 
bailiff  is  answerable  only  for  so 
much  as  he  has  actually  recei?ed 
more  than  his  share;  secondly) 
because  the  auditors  in  an  action 
of  account  at  common  law,  could 
not  administer  an  oath  unless  in 
one  or  two  particular  cases,  but 
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this  could  hardly  be  intended  to  apply  to  bare  occu- 

n.    Something  must  have  been  received.     Were  an  M'MAHONr. 

DURCHIUL. 


e  ttatnte  the  auditors  may 
ne  the  parties  on  oath. 

t  Computus,  above  referred 

nputus  Galfridi  West  fac- 
lud  Lincoln's  Inne  in  comi- 
diddlesexise,  videlicet  vice- 
[uinto  die  Aprllis,  anno  regni 
domine  Regine  (Eliz.)  nunc 
}    decimo,   coram   Georgio 
«  et  Michaele  Low  audito- 
ad  computum  ipsius  Gal- 
Q  curia  dicte  domine  Regine 
ipsa  Regina  apud  West- 
rterium  per  eandem  ciuiam 
atisy  de  tempore  quo  idem 
dus  fuit  ballivus  Johannis 
erunius  messuagii^sexagin- 
irum  terre,  decem  acrarum 
nginti  acrarum  pasture,  tri- 
crarum  bosci  cum  pertinen- 
Longhanborow  in  comitatu 
ense,  videlicet  a  festo  sancti 
elis  Archangeli,  annis  reg- 
domini  Philippi  et  domine 
nuper   Regis    et   Regine 
quinto    et    sexto,  usque 
sanct   Michaelis  Archan- 
inuo    regni   dicte   domine 
s  nunc   quinto.     Inprimis 
Salfridus  reddidit  compu- 
»  octoginta  libris  de  et  pro 
B  valore  et  proficuis  tene- 
*am  predictorum  unde  in 
predicta  ad  computandum 
;u8  est  per  ipsum  Galfridum 
edictum  tempus  quinque 
im  receptis,  videlicet  pro 
it    anno    sexdecim    libris. 
predicta  summa  totaliter 
I  idem  Galfridus  petit  alio. 
m  de  diversis  solutionibus 


denariorum  per  eundem  Galfri- 
dum  pro  prefato  Johanne  infra 
tempus  predictum  factis.    £t  de 
et  pro  herbagio  et  pasture  per 
prefatum  Johannem  de  et  supra 
tenementis  predictis  cum  averiis 
ipsius  Johannis  infra  tempus  pre* 
dictum    habitis    prout    sequitur. 
Inprimis    idem    Galfridus    petit 
allocationem  pro  annuali  herbagio 
et  pastura  triginta  ovium  predicti 
Johannis,  in  et  super  tenementis 
predictis  per  tempus  predictum 
habitis  quolibet  anno  quadraginta 
solidorum — summa  decem  libre. 
Item  petit  allocari  pro  pastura  et 
herbagio  unius  vacce  et  duorum 
vitulorum  predicti  Johannis,  de  et 
in  tenementis  predictis  cum  perti- 
nentiis  per  tempus  predictum  ha- 
bitis quolibet  anno  decem  solidos 
— summa  quinquaginta  solidi.  Et 
ulterius  allocari  pro  communiis 
predicti  Johannis  existentis  cum 
eodero  Galfrido  ad  mensem  per 
tempus  predictum  quolibet  anno 
viginti   solidos  —  summa   totalis 
quinque  libre.  Petit  etiam  allocari 
pro  diversis  necessariis  provisis  et 
emptis  per  eundem  Galfridum  pro 
prefato   Johanne,   videlicet,    pro 
tunicis  et  caligis,  calseis,  etcamisiis, 
ct  hujusmodi  necessariis,  quotiens 
et  quando  necesse  fuit  infra  tem- 
pus predictum,  prout  per  sche- 
dulam  inde  Auditoribus  predictis 
super  hoc  computo  ostensam  pa- 
tuit  quinque  libras.  Petit  insuper 
allocari  de  et  pro  pastura  et  her- 
bagio unius  bovis  ipsius  Johannis 
super  tenementis   predictis  cum 
pertinentiis  per  tempus  predictum 
habitis  quolibet  anno  decem  so- 
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1846.  action  brought  under  the  statute  it  must  be  stated  that 

M'Mabon  9.  more  than  the  due  proportion  had  been  received  (a).     There 

BuKCBBu..  must,  therefore,  have  been  the  receipt  of  something.    But 


lidos — summa  quinquaginta  so- 
lidi.    Petit  preterea  allocari  de  et 
pro  proficuo  unius  acre  terre  de 
tenementis  predictis  cum  perti- 
nentiis  per  predictum  Johannem 
infra  tempus  predictum,  videlicet 
am:io  regni  dicte  domine  Regine 
nunc  quarto,  ad  proprium  uaum 
8uum  ipsius  Johannis  habite  et 
occupate  octo  solidos.  Petit  simi- 
liter idem  Galfridus  allocari  de 
et  pro  pastura  et  herbagio  quatuor 
vaccarum  predicti  Johannis,  in  et 
super  tenementis  predictis«  cum 
pei^entiis  ultimo  anno  predic- 
torum  quinque  annorum  habitis 
quadraginta  solidos.  Necnon  idem 
Galfridus  petit  allocari  pro  toto 
feno  super  tenementis  predicts 
cum  pertinentiis  eodem  anno  ul- 
timo predictorum  quinque  anno- 
rum per  prefatura  Johannem  ad 
usum    suum    proprium    habito 
septem  libras.   Item  petit  allocari 
pro  pastura  et  herbagio  unius  eque, 
et  trium  pullorum  predicti  Johan- 
nis  in  et  super  tenementis  predic- 
ts cum  pertinentiis  per  tempus 
predictum  habitis  quolibet  anno 
viginti  solidos — summa  quinque 
libre.   Petit  etiam  idem  Galfridus 
allocari  de  *  solidis    per  ipsum 
dicte     domine     Regine     solutis 
pro   decimis  tenementorum  pre- 
dictorum   cum    pertinentiis    de 
dicta   domina   Regina  tentis   in 
capite,  videlicet  quolibet  anno    * 
solidos.     Petit  denique  idem  Gal- 
fridus allocari  de  *  solidis  per 
ipsum   infra    tempus   predictum 
pro    respectu    homagii    predicti 
Johannis    dicte   domine   Regine 


nunc  debiti  solutis   *  aolidoa— 
siunma    aUocationum    petita    * 
De    qua    quidem  sununa   totiliAlknr 
unde  predictus  Galfridus  in  forma  P*^ 
predicta  petit  allocationem  pre- 
dicti Auditores  allocati  sunt  eidem 
Galfrido     tantummodo     *     — 
modo  et  forma  sequente  videlicet, 
pro  predicta  pastura  et  heibagio 
predictorum  tri^^nta  ovium  quin- 
que libras,  et  pro  predicto  her- 
ba^^o  et  pastura  predicte  vacce 
triginta  solidos,  et  pro  commnniif 
predicti  Johannis  predictas  quin- 
que libras.  Et  pro  predicta  paston 
et  herbagio  predicti  bovis  viginti 
solidos  et  pro  occupatione  predicts 
predicte  acre  terre  per  pre&tom 
Johannem  in  forma  predicta  habits 
predictos  octo  solidos,  et  pro  her- 
bagio et  pastura  predictis  quatuor 
vaccarum  viginti  solidos,  et  pro 
predicto  feno  per  predictum  Jo- 
hannem in  forma  predicta  habito 
septem  libras,  et  pro  predicto  her- 
bagio et  pastura  predicte  eque  el 
predictorum  trium  pullorum  de 
predictis  quinque  libris  tres  libru 
et  pro   decimis  predictis    *    et 
pro   predicto    respectu   honugii 
predicti  •  solidos." 

(a)  In  Wheeler  v.  Home,  dted 
in  the  last  note.  Chief  Justice 
Willes  said,  that  since  the  statute 
the  declarations  have  always  set 
forth  that  the  defendant  had  re- 
ceived more  than  his  share.  See 
also  1  Wentworth's  Pleading,  pp. 
81  and  85;  and  3  Chittj  OD 
Pleading,  p.  1204,  6th  edit.;  see 
also  Sturton  v.  Richardstm,  13 
Mees.  &  Wels.  17. 
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here  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  had  received  nothing.  1846. 
Nothing  whatever  had  come  to  his  hands.  As  for  the  late  M'Mahon  v. 
act  for  the  limitation  of  actions,  it  was  only  intended  to  ^'^^c^*^*- 
settle  certain  disputes  as  to  how  far  the  possession  of  one 
tenant  in  common,  was  to  be  considered  as  the  possession 
of  the  other  tenant  in  common,  and  could  not  possibly  ren- 
der a  tenant  in  common  merely  in  the  occupation  of  the 
premises  liable  to  rent.  It  was  plain,  therefore,  that  the 
plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  could  not  be  charged  for  rent 
daring  the  time  that  he  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  house. 
Where  there  was  neither  contract  nor  exclusion,  nor  any 
thing  received,  occupation  by  one  tenant  in  common  created 
no  liability  for  rent  to  the  other  tenants  in  common.  He 
was  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  inquiry  was  improper. 
The  decree  must  be  altered  by  omitting  the  inquiry  with 
reference  to  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon^s  occupation, 
and  whether  he  ought  to  be  charged  with  any  rent  in 
respect  of  such  occupation.  The  other  consequential 
inquiries  must  of  course  also  be  omitted.  The  decree 
would  stand  then  as  simply  a  decree  for  an  account  and 
payment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest  due  in  respect 
of  the  two  legacies. 


In  the  foreffoinff  case  two  points  occurred  in  reading  the  A  written  ad- 

,  ,  murion  of  a 

evidence,  which  must  be  now  noticed.  party's  liability 

The  first  point  was  this :  The  respondents'  counsel  offered  ^Jence?^- '" 
to  read  in  evidence,  in  addition  to  the  letter  set  forth  in  the  an-  though  not 

stated  in  the 

8wer,  certain  other  letters  of  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  pleadings.  But 
showing  that  the  plaintiff,  William  M'Mahon,  considered  *^^  bhSthTin- 
himself  and  Charles  M'Mahon,  Rebecca  M'Mahon,  and  Eliza  terest  of  the 

,        .  party  by  such 

Jd^Mahon,  liable  to  their  brothers  and  sisters  durmg  such  admission  with- 
periods  as  they  had  occupied  the  Lower  House.     It  was  ^  opportunity 
submitted  that  what  is  evidence  at  law  is   evidence  in  of  (^proving  or 

explaining  it. 

equity,  subject  to  this,  that  if  one  party  should  keep  back 
evidence  which  the  other  might  explain,  and  thereby  take 
liim  by  surprise,  the  Court  would  give  no  effect  to  such 

ii2 
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1846^        evidence,  without  first  giving  the  party  to  be  affected  by 
M'Mahon  9.     it  an  opportunity  of  controverting  it.     That  was  the  mie 

which,  according  to  the  statement  of  the  Vice-Ghancellor 
Wigram  in  Malcolm  v.  Scott  (a),  his  Lordship  had  laid 
down.  Now  letters  admitting  a  party's  liability  were 
evidence  at  law,  and  they  were  equally  evidence  in  equity, 
notwithstanding  they  were  not  stated  in  the  pleadings. 
The  latter  circumstance  might  induce  the  Court  in  some 
cases  to  direct  an  inquiry. 

The  appellantfi'  counsel  objected  that  wherever  a  writing 
amounted  to  a  confession  or  acknowledgment  of  a  conclu- 
sion of  law,  it  must  be  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings — FUz^ 
gerald  v.  C Flaherty  {b)^  Blacker  v.  Phepoe(c).  The 
letters  tendered  in  evidence  were  writings  of  this  kind 
They  were  proposed  to  be  read  to  show  that  the  plaintiff, 
William  M'Mahon,  had  acknowledged  himself  to  be  liable 
to  pay  rent  in  consequence  of  his  occupation.  In  Austin 
V.  Chambers  (d),  the  House  of  Lords  declined  to  receive 
admissions  by  a  party,  such  admissions  not  being  properly 
put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  so  as  to  give  that  party  an 
opportunity  of  contradicting  them. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  could  not  think  where 
there  was  a  document  or  writing  containing  an  acknow- 
ledgment or  admission,  that  such  document  or  writing  could 
not  be  received  in  evidence,  merely  because  it  was  not  stated 
in  the  bill  or  the  answer.  He  had  very  often  laid  it  down 
that  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  bind  the  interest  of  a  party 
by  any  document  or  writing  of  this  kind,  unless  set  forth  in 
the  pleadings,  and  the  fullest  opportunity  given  of  explain- 
ing or  contradicting  it.  But  he  was  not  aware  that  he  had 
ever  stated  that  such  document  or  writing,  was  not  receiv- 
able in  evidence.  He  had  never  gone  the  length  of  saying 
that  evidence  of  an  admission  is  not  admissible,  merely 
because  it  was  not  put  in  issue.  In  the  case  cited  from 
Clark  and  Finelly,  the  House  of  Lords  had  not  gone  so  far 

(a)  3  Hare,  63.  (c)  Ibid.  354. 

(6)  1  Moll.  350.  (d)  6  Cl.  &  Fm.  1. 
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as  was  now  represented.  It  was  not  held  there  that  the  1846. 
evidence  could  not  be  received.  There  the  admission  was,  M'Mahon  v. 
not  as  here,  in  writing,  but  a  verbal  admission.  It  ^^*c"*"- 
was  not  supposed  that  it  could  not  be  received.  The 
House  only  determined  that  the  admission,  being  a  mere 
verbal  admission  and  so  easy  to  be  misrepresented,  ought 
not  to  be  relied  on,  and  that  a  party  ought  not  to  be  bound 
by  it  without  an  opportunity  of  explanation.  Here,  although 
the  admission  was  not  verbal,  but  in  writing,  it  might  bo 
nevertheless  very  fit  that  the  Court  should  not  act  upon  it. 
If  the  party  was  taken  by  surprise,  the  Court  would  not  act 
upon  it  without  further  investigation.  The  rule  upon 
which  he  had  always  acted  was  correctly  stated  by  the 
Vice-C*hancellor  Wigram  in  the  case  cited.  A  written 
admission  of  a  party ''s  liability  may  be  read  in  evidence, 
although  not  stated  in  the  pleadings.  But  the  Court  will 
not  bind  the  interest  of  the  party  by  such  admission,  with- 
out giving  him  an  opportunity  of  disproving  or  explaining  it. 


See  post,  pages  480 — 509, — Abridgment  of  some  of  the 
principal  Cases  on  the  Rejection  and  on  the  Reception  and 
Effect  of  Evidence,  where  certain  matters,  and  particularly 
Admissions,  Confessions,  and  Acknowledgments  parol  and 
documentary,  and  whether  of  facts  or  of  fraud,  or  other  con- 
clusions of  law,  or  the  proofs  thereof,  are  not  put  in  issue. — 
The  language  of  the  books  with  relation  to  the  doctrine 
governing  the  first  point,  which  occurred  in  the  foregoing 
case  in  reading  the  evidence,  is  often  so  ambiguous  and  con- 
flicting, and  consequently  creates  so  much  embarrassment 
in  determining  what  must  be  introduced  into  the  bill  or 
answer,  and  what  may  be  omitted  without  injury  to  the 
evidence  to  be  adduced,  and  without  risk  of  producing  an 
issue  or  an  inquiry  before  the  Master,  that  the  writer  doubts 
not  that  his  abridgement  of  the  chief  authorities  will  be 
acceptable  to  the  young  practitioner. 
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1846.  The  other  point,  which  occurred  in  the  foregoing  cate 

m*Mahok  9.  in  reading  the  evidence,  was  as  follows :  One  of  the  letters 

Bu&cHBLL.  ^Yiskt  the  respondents'  counsel  offered  to  read  in  evidence, 

of  course  to  be  ^hich  had  not  been  read  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  had 

at  liberty  to  y^^^  j^^^  proved  viv&  voco  Under  an  order  of  courBe 

prove  viva  voce  * 

at  the  rehear-     obtained  at  the  Rolls. 

not'gi^en  in  The  appellants^  counsel  objected  that  although  an  exhibit, 

upon  a  rehearing  or  appeal,  yet  that  an  order  of  course 
for  liberty  to  prove  it  viv&  voce  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal 
was  not  sufficient,  and  that  the  order  for  liberty  to  prove 
viva  voce  ought  to  have  been  obtained  upon  special  appli- 
cation— Higgins  v.  Mills  (a),  Lovell  v.  Hick»  (6). 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  he  had  always  understood  it 
to  be  an  order  of  course  that  a  party  should  be  at  liberty  to 
prove  viv&  voce,  at  the  rehearing,  an  exhibit  not  given  in 
evidence  on  the  former  hearing.  He  had  frequently  known 
such  an  order  to  be  procured  whilst  the  rehearing  was 
proceeding,  and  the  exhibit  proved  under  it  and  used  in 
evidence. 


The  order  mentioned  1  Merivale,  37  and  731,  must 
have  been  an  order  of  course.  Mr.  Merivale  says  in 
Walker  v.  Symondsy  4th  August,  1810,  Roupell  moved  for 
leave  to  prove  exhibits  viv&  voce  on  a  rehearing  before  the 
Chancellor,  which  were  not  proved  on  the  hearing  at  the 
Rolls,  and  the  motion  was  granted  saving  just  exceptions. 
It  should  seem  too,  from  a  passage  in  the  Forum  Roma- 
num,  that  in  Chief  Baron  Gilbert's  time  the  order  was 

(a)  5  Ru88.  287'  This  was  a  motion  for  leave  to  prove  viWi 
Lord  Lyndhurst's  decision ;  but  voce  upon  a  re-hearing  exhibits, 
in  Herring  v.  Cloberry,  1  Cr.  8c  which  were  not  in  evidence  upon 
Phil.  251,  his  Lordship  deter-  *  the  original  hearing,  does  not  re- 
mined,  notwithstanding  Higgins  quire  Dotice. 
v.  Mills  was  mentioned  as  show-  (6)  2  Yo.  &  ColL  Ezch.  474. 
ing  that  notice  was  necessary,  that 
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equally  an  order  of  course.     In  the  Forum  Romanum.         184«. 
page  183,  it  is  said,  that  upon  a  rehearing  any  exhibit  may  M'Mahon  v. 
be  proved  viva  voce  as  upon  the  original  hearing,  but  no  ^^^^^^ll. 
proof  can  be  offered  of  any  new  matter  without  special  leave 
of  the  Court,  which  is  seldom  granted. 


Sir  John  Leach  said  the  receipt  of  rent  by  one  tenant  in  7V«ofiT. 
common  is  the  receipt  of  the  other  tenants  in  common.     This  ^P^^chugh, 

Court  will  upon  bill  filed  compel  the  tenant  in  common  who  has  ^"***  ^*^J  ^\ 
.     -    -    *^  '^  .  ,      ,         ,  count  of  rents 

received  the  rent,  to  come  to  an  account  with  the  other  tenants  between  joint 

in  common,  and  to  pay  them  their  shares.     This  Court  regards  *•"•''*•»  <»-  . 
.  ,  ,         ,  °  parceners,  and 

the  tenant  m  common  who  receives  the  rent,  as  in  the  nature  of  tenants-in- 

a  bailiff  or  agent  for  his  co-tenants  in  common,  as  respects  their  co>a>»on. 

shares  of  the  rent. — I)/son  v.  Faircloughy  V.  C.  Nov.  1824. 

See  also  Tyson  v.  Fairclough^  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  142. 


There  is  a  passage  in  one  of  our  text  books,  which  has  not  Doctrine  as- 

unfrequently  proved  a  stumbUng  block  in  the  path  of  the  young  JT^^  *°k^y!^t 

practitioner.      It  is  said,  1  Madd.  Prin.  &  Pract.  p.  125,  first  joint  tenants 

edition,  that  in  the  case  of  joint  tenants  or  co-parceners,  there  is  *"*^  co-par- 

1  1  1  11  1  /  ,     ceners  are 

a  mutual  trust  between  them,  and  they  are  accountable  to  each  accountable  to 

other  without  regard  to  the  length  of  time  ;  but  that  it  is  other-  ^^  ^^^^ 
wise  in  the  case  of  tenants  in  common,  because  there  may  as  to  the  len^h  of 
between  them  be  adverse  possession.    The  passage  is  partly  taken  time,  but  tbat 
from  Prince  Y.  Heylin,  1  Atk.  493.     Lord  Hardwickeis  there  said  \^^^  cweoT 
to  have  stated  that  in  the  case  of  joint  tenants  or  parceners,  there  tenants  in 
is  a  mutual  trust  between  them,  and  they  are  accountable  to  each  *^°'^™®'^* 
other  without  regard  to  the  length  of  time,  but  it  is  otherwise  in 
the  case  of  tenants  in  common.      Here  Atkjms  stops.      The 
words  in  Maddock, ''  because  there  may  as  between  the  tenants  in 
common  be  adverse  possession/'  are  not  to  be  found  in  Atkyns  ; 
and  instead  Lord  Hardwicke,  a  little  further  on,  states  that  the 
nature  of  the  estate  there  devised  (a  tenancy  in  common)  did  not 
admit  of  an  adverse  possession  in  regard  of  the  privity  that  is 
between  tenants  in  common.     Atkyns  must  have  misapprehended 
what  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  as  Maddock  seems  to  have  mis- 
apprehended what  Atkyns  has  written.     There  is   no  more  a 
nmtoal  trust  between  joint  tenants  or  between  co-parceners,  than 
there  is  a  mutual  trust  between  tenants  in  common ;  and  joint 
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tenants  and  co-parceners  are  no  more  accountable  to  each  other 
without  regard  to  length  of  time,  than  are  tenants  in  common. 
Here  Atkyns  was  wrong.  Maddock  was  wrong  in  limiting  the 
possibility  of  adverse  possession  to  tenants  in  common. 


Pulleney  t. 

From  a  MS.  in 
the  author's 
possessioii. 

Bilk  for  ac- 
count against 
a  stranger  re- 
edging  rents  of 
land  belonging 
to  an  infant 
were,  at  an 
early  time,  not 
uncommon. 


liOrd  Eldon. — It  has  long  been  the  doctrine  of  this  Court, 
that  a  stranger  who  gets  into  receipt  of  the  rents  of  an  infant's 
estate,  shall  upon  bill  filed  be  compelled  to  come  to  an  account. 
The  Court  considered  such  stranger  as  the  infant's  guardian, 
bailiff,  or  receiver — ^in  some  way  or  other  as  a  trustee  for  him. 
That  must  be  the  principle  of  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction. 
Bills  for  account  against  a  stranger  receiving  the  rents  of  land 
belonging  to  an  infant,  were  in  early  times  not  uncommon. — 
Pulteney  v.  Warren^  L.  C.  May,  1801. 

See  Newburgh  v.  Bickerataffe^  1  Vem.  295  ;   Cary  v.  Bertie^ 

2  Vein.  342 ;  Bennett  v.  Whitehead,  2  P.  Will.  645  ;  Morgan 
V,  Morgan,  1  Atk.  489  ;  S.  C.  West,  265  ;  Dormer  v.  Fortescue, 

3  Atk.  130;  PuHeney  v.  Warren,  6  Ves.  89;  and  Blomfeld 
V.  Eyre,  8  Beav.  250. 


Bicknell,  6 
Ves.  174. 


ABRIDGMENT  OF  SOME  OF  THE  PRINCIPAL  CASES  ON  THE  REJECTION 
AND  ON  THE  RECEPTION  AND  EFFECT  OP  EVIDENCE,  WHEBB 
CERTAIN  MATTERS  AND  PARTICULARLY  ADMISSIONS,  00NFIB9- 
SIONS,  AND  ACKNOWLEDGMENTS,  PAROL  AND  DOCUMENTARY, 
AND  WHETHER  OF  FACTS  OR  OF  FRAUD,  OR  OTHER  CONCLUSIONS 
OF  LAW,  OR  THE  PROOFS  THEREOF,  ARE  NOT  PUT  IN  ISSUE  (fl). 


Evans  and  wife  v.  Bicknell,  Stansell  and  toife,  and  TayUn-. — 
Under  a  settlement  made  prior  to  the  marriage  of  the  defendants 
From  a  MS.  in   Stansell  and  wife,  a  freehold  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  defend- 

powSsion.*       *"^  Bicknell  and  Taylor,  upon  trust  for  the  separate  use  of 

Evidence  of 
[parol]  declarations  and  admissions  [of  fraud]  not  fally  specified 
by  the  bill  so  as  to  afford  the  party  an  opportunity  of  disproving 
them  can  only  be  ground  for  inquiry. 


Caution  requi- 
site in  reading 
the  marginal 
placita  accom- 
panying the 
cases  here 
abridged. 


(a)  Caution  will  be  requisite  in 
reading  the  marginal  placita 
which  accompany  the  cases  here 
abridged.  The  author  has,  in 
conformity  with  his  gei^^r^  Jinbit, 


adopted  the  language  of  the  re- 
port. Unfortunately  this  lan- 
guage is,  in  some  cases,  of  a  kind 
that  the  student  who  considers  it 
alone,  and  not  in  connection  wiUi 
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the  defendant  the  wife  for  life^  remainder  to  the  defendant  1B46. 
the  hushand  for  life,  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  mar-  M'Mahgk  ». 
riage.  The  settlement  and  the  title  deeds  were  hefore  the  Bukohsll. 
marriage  delivered  to  the  defendant  Bicknell  as  one  of  the  Evmu  t. 
trustees.  Some  time  after  the  marriage,  the  defendant  Stansell  ^  ' 
got  possession  of  the  title  deeds,  and,  representing  that  he  was 
seised  in  fee  of  the  estate,  executed  a  conveyance  hy  way  of 
mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Evans.  It  was  alleged  that  this 
representation  was  made  with  the  privity  of  the  defendant 
Bicknell,  and  that  he  assisted  the  defendant  Stansell  in  the  fraud 
he  had  thus  practised  on  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Evans.  It  having 
been  discovered  that  the  defendant  Stansell  had  only  a  life 
interest  in  the  property  in  remainder  after  the  death  of  the 
defendant  his  wife,  the  present  bill  was  filed  to  have  such  life 
interest  of  the  defendant  Stansell  sold  towards  satisfaction  of 
the  mortgage  money,  and  to  have  the  deficiency  paid  by  the 
defendant  Bicknell  (a).  The  bill  charged  that  the  defendant 
Bicknell  had  delivered  the  title  deeds  to  the  defendant  Stansell, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the  defendant  Stansell  to 
represent  himself  to  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Evans,  as  the  owner  of  the 
estate ;  and  that  the  defendant  Stansell,  at  the  time  of  the  appli- 
cation for  the  deeds,  had  informed  the  defendant  Bicknell  that  he 
wanted  them  in  order  to  obtain  credit.  That  the  defendant 
Bicknell  had  on  different  occasions,  and  in  the  hearing  of  differ- 
ent persons,  admitted  or  declared  to  that  effect.  That  he  had 
made  such  declarations  or  admissions  in  the  presence  of  the 
defendant  Taylor,  &c.  The  defendant  Taylor  was  examined 
as  a  witness  as  to  the  declarations  and  admissions.  He  had 
given  an  account  of  some  of  those  declarations  and  admissions 
in  his  answer,  and  the  bill  had  been  amended  by  stating  those 


that  used  in  the  other  cases,  may 
unwittiDgly  be  misled.  This 
danger  is  the  most  imminent 
with  regard  to  the  cases  in  Ire- 
land determined  by  Sir  Anthony 
Hart.  A  penisa]  of  the  other 
marginal  placita,  and  a  little  sub- 
sequent reflection,  will  be  the 
best  preservative  against  error  in 
this  respect.  A  reference  to  the 
writer's  "  Conclusions,"  post, 
page  509,  will  also  be  serviceable. 


(a)  The  bill  also  prayed  to  have 
the  interest  of  the  defendant,  the 
wife,  sold.  There  was  an  allega- 
tion that  the  representation  of  the 
defendant,  the  husband,  that  he 
was  seised  in  fee,  was  made  with 
her  privity,  and  that  she  assisted 
in  the  fraud.  This  was  the  rea- 
son for  making  her  a  party.  The 
allegation  turned  out  to  be  with- 
out foundation. 
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1846.  ttid  other  declarations  and  admissions.  The  depoaitiQns  of  the 
M*Mabok9.  defendant  Taylor  were  much  more  fall  and  minute  ms  to  the 
BuKOHBLL.  declarations  and  admissions  than  the  account  given  hy  him  in 
Jhmu  T.  Bhk*  his  answer,  and  also  than  the  charges  contained  in  the  hill ;  and 
"^''*  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of 

the  defendant  Bicknell,  that  parts  of  his  evidence  oug^t  not 
to  he  taken  into  consideration,  the  admissions  and  dedaratioDS 
not  having  heen  sufficiently  specified  hj  the  hill.  Lord  Eldon 
said,  that  previously  to  the  amendment  the  plaintiff  seemed  to 
have  communicated  with  the  defendant  Taylor  as  to  these 
declarations  and  admissions,  and  the  charges  in  the  hiU  had 
prohably  been  framed  with  a  view  to  the  information  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  received  from  the  defendant  Taylor,  and  whidi 
appeared  to  be  more  ample  than  that  disclosed  by  his  answer. 
That  many  of  these  admissions  and  declarations  suffidentlj 
corresponded  with  the  statements  of  them  contained  in  the  bill. 
That  as  to  them  the  defendant  Bicknell  had  no  reason  to 
complain  of  want  of  notice.  He  might  have  cross-examined  the 
defendant  Taylor  upon  the  subject  of  them,  or  might  have 
brought  forward  other  evidence  to  disprove  the  fact  of  such 
admissions  and  declarations.  That  he  had  not  been  taken  bj 
surprise.  But  that  was  not  so  with  regard  to  other  admissions 
and  declarations  of  the  defendant  Bicknell,  sworn  to  by  the 
defendant  Taylor.  That  as  to  them  there  was  not  that  par- 
ticularity of  time,  place,  and  persons,  that  the  defendant  Biclmell 
could  have  effectually  exhibited  interrogatories  for  the  cross-exami- 
nation of  the  defendant  Taylor,  or  could  adduce  other  testimony 
to  show  mistake  or  falsehood  in  this  part  of  the  depositions.  That 
evidence  of  such  declarations  and  admissions  not  fully  specified 
by  the  bill,  so  as  to  afford  the  party  an  opportunity  of  disproving 
them,  could  only  be  ground  for  inquiry. — Evans  v.  Bicknell, 
L.  C.  June,  1801. 

Of  this  case  of  Evans  v.  Bicknell,  as  reported  by  Vesey,  Junior, 
Chief  Baron  Richards  said  (6  Price,  260)  that  Lord  Eldon,  very 
soon  afler  he  came  to  the  Great  Seal,  had  determined  that  great 
injustice  would  be  done  to  a  party,  if  evidence  were  received  of 
declarations  in  a  case  charging  fraud,  where  such  declarations 
are  not  charged  in  the  bill.  Lord  Eldon  had  so  determined  on 
occasion  of  an  attempt  to  introduce  evidence  of  this  kind,  without 
previous  intimation  to  the  party,  against  whom  it  was  to  be 
used,  by  alleging  it  in  the  bill.  Lord  Eldon,  as  he  believed, 
had  held  the  same  opinion  ever  since,  and    no   man   oonld 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM.  48S 

differ  from  him  in  thinking  that  such  a  thing  conld  not  be         ^^^' 

^one{a).  M'Mahon*. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart,  1  Moll.  360,  after  saying  that  he  was  of  Burohbll. 
opinion  that  declarations  of  a  party  not  of  facts,  but  of  conclusions  ^^^om  ▼.  Biek- 
of  law,  could  not  be  used  as  eridence  unless  put  in  issue  (6),  adds 
that  EvftM  T.  Bicknelldidi  not  go  quite  so  far.  That  Lord  Eldon 
there  only  said  he  would  pay  little  attention  to  such  evidence  in 
these  circumstances.  That  the  report  in  Yesey  was  silent  on  that 
point  of  the  case.  That  Chief  Baron  Richards  was  counsel  in  the 
cause.  And  he  (Sir  Anthony  Hart)  was  coimsel  in  it.  That 
according  to  his  recollection  no  evidence  was  absolutely  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  the  issue  was  not  properly  pointed.  That  the 
plaintiff  did  state  by  his  bill  as  evidence  of  fraud  the  declarations 
made  by  the  defendant.  That  the  plaintiff  stated — that  as  he  re- 
membered, the  bill  charged  the  facts — and  then  particularly  charged 
that  in  a  certain  conversation  the  defendant  acknowledged  the 
fraud.  He  recollected  he  felt  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
counsel  who  were  for  the  plaintiff,  as  they  relied  upon  extracting 
the  support  of  their  case  from  the  confession  of  the  defendant, 
and  not  from  facts  aliunde,  to  put  that  confession  in  issue  to 
enable  him  to  deny,  explain,  or  avoid  it. 

Lord  Plunkett,  2  Drury  and  Walsh,  458,  after  making  the 
observations  printed  post,  pi^  497,  added  he  was  encouraged  in 
his  view  of  the  point  by  what  Lord  Eldon  did  in  Evans  v.  Bich- 
nelL  He  received  the  evidence,  but,  as  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said, 
he  paid  little  attention  to  such  evidence  in  those  circumstances. 
If  the  evidence  was  inadmissible  Sir  Anthony  Hart  would  not 
have  expressed  himself  so. 


Hall  V.  Maltby,  6  Price  240,  was  a  bill  filed  for  an  account  of  It  is  a  sound 
tithes,  and  particularly  of  agistment,  and  of  the  lambs  and  wool  J^bpt^^^^^' 
firom  ewes  and  other  sheep  charged  to  have  been  fraudulently  Courts  of 

driven  off  the  defendant's  farm,  and  to  have  lambed  and  been  Equity,  to  put 

out  of  the  case 
shorn  in  other  places  not  liable  to  tithe.     One  of  the  witnesses  eyidence  of  the 

swore  that  the  defendant  did  some  time  in  the  year  1814,  in  his  defendant's 

presence  and  hearing,  *say  or  declare  to  plaintiff  that  whilst  he,  ^he  subject  of 

his  fraudulent 

(a)  The  student  must  probably      Baron.  intention,  the 

pause,  before  he  wiU  be  able  to         (6)  See  the  note  to  this  dictum  t^f^^^^g 

assign  its  correct  import  to  the      of  Sir  Anthony  Hart,  which  will  conversation, 
word  *'  received  "  occurring   in      be  found  again,  post,  page  489. 
these  observations  of  the  Chief 
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1846,  the  defendant,  was  tlie  tenant  or  occupier  of  the  said  plain- 
M*Mahokv  ^^®  two-third  parts  of  the  tithes,  it  was  not  worth  his,  the 
BuROHSLL,        defendant's,  while  to  remove  his  ewes  into  anj  other  place  to 

lamb,  but  when  he  had  to  account  for  the  whole  tithes  he 
would  try  what  he  could  to  prevent  the  tithe-owner  from  getting 
the  tithes.  On  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  urging  that  the  fraud 
was  fully  established  by  the  defendant's  own  declaration  of  a 
fraudulent  intention  in  removing  the  sheep.  Chief  Baron 
Richards  said  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  alleged  in  the  bill  the 
fact  of  any  conversation  on  the  subject  of  the  defendant's  frau- 
dulent intention  in  removing  the  sheep  having  taken  place,  and 
he  should  therefore  put  that  part  of  the  evidence  out  of  the  case,  (a) 
according  to  the  sound  rule  of  pleading  adopted  by  all  courts  of 
equity.  In  giving  judgment  on  a  subsequent  day  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  said  he  entirely  laid  out  of  the  case  all  that  the  witness 
had  sworn  as  to  the  declaration  of  the  defendant  concerning  the 
fraud,  and  his  confessing  that  it  was  his  intention  to  defraud  the 
tithe-owner ;  and  his  reason  was  because  there  was  nothing  of  that 
kind  stated  in  the  bill,  so  that  the  defendant  could  have  had  no 
opportunity  of  answering  or  explaining  it,  and  he  could  not 
therefore  have  been  aware  that  such  matter  was  intended  to  be 
proved.  That  in  cases  of  fraud  declarations  of  a  fraudulent  pur- 
pose, are  often  the  very  gist  of  the  case.  That  the  defendant  had 
no  sort  of  intimation  of  it  so  as  to  enable  him  to  cross-examine 
the  witness  on  that  fact.  That  he  (the  Lord  Chief  Baron)  was 
the  more  anxious  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  allowed 
to  enter  upon  that  part  of  the  evidence  in  that  case,  there  being 
no  ground  laid  for  it  by  the  allegations  in  the  bill ;  because  he 
wished  to  have  it  make  a  due  impression  on  those,  who  were  in 
the  habit  of  drawing  pleadiugs  in  equity,  in  order  that  they  might 
take  care  that  that  which  was  the  gist  of  the  cause  should  be 
stated  on  the  record ;  for  it  was  too  much  for  a  defendant  to  be 
overpowered  by  evidence  which  he  could  have  no  idea,  from  any 
statement  in  the  bill,  would  be  brought  forward  at  the  hearing, 
when  he  might  otherwise  perhaps  have  been  able,  if  he  had  be^ 
aware  of  it,  to  explain  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court.  That, 
however,  he  was  aware  was  a  delicate  matter  for  the  consideration 

(a)  Some  expressions  used  by  memory  the  language  found  here, 

the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  giving  "  he  should,  therefore,  put  that 

judgment  on  a  subsequent  day,  part  of  the  evidence  out  of  the 

render  it  desirable  that  the  stu-  case." 
dent  should  have  present  to  his 
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of  the  pleader^  as  it  was  often  dangerous  to  reveal  the  evidence  1846. 
intended  to  be  used.  But  the  bill  and  answer  had  very  great  m*Mahon  v, 
effect  on  the  decision  of  every  cause ;  and  although  every  one  Burchsll. 
could  wish  to  avoid  prolixity  and  all  unnecessary  matter  generally 
speaking,  yet  it  was  indispensably  necessary  to  state  a  defendant's 
declaration  of  fraud  on  the  record^  if  it  was  intended  to  be  used 
against  him  on  the  evidence  at  the  hearing.  That  in  that  case 
that  declaration  not  being  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  could  not 
be  suffered  to  be  given  in  evidence  in  the  cause.  That  if  that 
acknowledgment  were  proved  to  be  true,  there  would  be  no  neces- 
sity for  any  further  proof  on  the  subject.  That  he  must  repeat, 
that  although  generally  speaking  it  might  not  be  necessary  to 
state  on  the  record  declarations  by  the  defendant,  yet  in  a  case 
charging  fraud,  where  such  declarations  were  often  the  gist  of  the 
cause,  great  injustice  would  be  done  to  the  party  if  evidence  were 
received  of  such  declarations  where  they  were  not  charged  in 
the  bill. 

Lord  Plunkett  said,  2  Drury  and  Walsh,  45  7>  that  Hall  v. 
Maltby  was  not  a  decision,  but  only  a  dictum  of  Chief  Baron 
Richards.  The  evidence  there  was  not  rejected.  That  the  case 
did  not  turn  upon  that  evidence,  there  being  sufficient  in  the  case 
to  establish  the  fact  at  issue  without  the  disputed  evidence.  The 
great  weight,  which  even  the  dictum  of  so  eminent  a  judge  as  the 
Chief  Baron,  must  always  have,  was  much  diminished  by  the  cir- 
cumstance that  he  expressed  his  opinion  under  an  impression  that 
Lord  Eldon  had  ruled  the  point.  That  it  appeared  however 
from  Sir  Anthony  Hart's  observations  that  Chief  Baron  Richards 
was  mistaken  in  that ;  for  the  evidence  in  the  case  before  Lord 
Eldon  was  not  rejected  (a).  From  some  of  the  Chief  Baron's 
observations  he  did  not  dissent,  for  instance  where  he  said  ''  in  a 
case  charging  fraud,  and  where  such  declarations  were  often  the 
gist  of  the  cause,  great  injustice  would  be  done  to  the  party 
if  evidence  were  received  of  such  declarations  where  they  were 
not  charged  by  the  bill."  He  thought  so,  and  was  inclined  to 
say  that  in  a  case  where  the  declarations  were  the  gist  of  the  case, 
such  evidence  ought  not  to  be  admitted  (6). 


(a)  See  the  case  of  Evans  v.  bably  think  such  declarations  not 

Bicknell,  ante,  page  480.  altogether  inadmissible ;  although 

(6)  The  student  must  be  here  of  course  a  Court  of  Equity  could 

again  warned.     When   he  shall  not  take  them  into  its  considera- 

have  completed  the  perusal  of  the  lion  unless  it  were  for  the  purpose 

cases  here  abridged  he  will  pro-  of  directing  an  inquiry. 
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M'Mahon  v. 
bubchxll. 

Upon  petitioii 
of  re-hearing 
decree  coirect- 
ed  so  as  not  to 
leave  it  open  to 
the  Master  to 
inquire  into  the 
vaUdity  of  an 
annuity,  the 
objection  to  its 
validity  for 
want  of  a  suffi- 
cient memorial 
not  being 
hinted  at  in 
the  answer. 


In  Dunn  v.  Cakraft,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  56,  the  bill  was  to  establish 
a  lien  upon  a  fhnd  in  court,  the  proceeds  of  the  rents  of  certain 
estates,  in  respect  of  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  charged  upon  those 
estates.  There  was  a  question  as  to  the  yalidity  of  the  annnitj, 
by  reason  of  the  memorial  of  it  enrolled  in  Chancery  not  stating 
a  proviso  for  redemption,  which  was  contained  in  the  annuity 
deed.  But  this  question  was  not  noticed  in  the  answer.  By 
the  decree  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  any  and  what  annuity  charged  upon  the 
estates.  In  the  proceedings  before  the  Master  under  this  decree, 
the  defendant  for  the  first  time  took  the  above-mentioned  objection 
to  the  validity  of  the  annuity.  The  Master  entered  into  the  con- 
sideration of  this  objection,  and  reported  that  a  sufficient  memorial 
had  not  been  enrolled,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  annuity.  The  plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  the  Mas- 
ter's report.  On  the  argument  of  these  exceptions  the  plaintiff 
contended  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  raise  the  ob- 
jection to  the  yalidity  of  the  annuity,  as  that  point  had  not  been 
put  in  issue.  The  Court  thought  that  in  order  to  raise  that 
question  there  must  be  a  re-hearing  of  the  cause.  A  petition  of 
re-hearing  was  thereupon  presented,  and  it  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  Sir  John  Leach,  who  said  that  the  objection  to  the  yalidity 
of  the  annuity  was  not  hinted  at  in  the  answer.  That  the 
Court  must  proceed  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs  in  a  cause, 
and  upon  those  pleadings  and  proofs  he  was  not  authorised  to 
question  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  that  annuity.  The  language 
of  the  decree  must  therefore  be  corrected  so  as  to  leaye  it  open 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  amount  of  the  arrears  but  not 
into  the  validity  of  the  annuity. 


A  settled  ac-  Ii^  Kilbee  y.  Snei/d,  2  Moll.  230,  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  the 

count  not  put  Yvle  was  that  written  acknowledgments  and  vouchers  for  par- 
evidence  to  ticular  payments  need  not  be  put  in  issue ;  but  if  an  instrument 
ground  a  direc-  was  relied  on  as  executed  by  the  parties  as  a  settled  accoimt  pre* 
quSy.°^  *  '         eluding  anterior  details  of  account,  that  must  be  put  in  issue  by 

the  party  relying  on  it.  He  used  it  not  merely  as  a  voucher,  but 
as  a  mutual,  reciprocal,  and  conclusive  act,  and  the  opposite  side 
must  have  notice  and  opportunity  to  impeach  it. 

Mr.  MoUoy  states  afterwards,  in  the  same  yolume,  page  395, 
that  such  writings  as  are  relied  on  as  conclusive  between  the 
parties,  or  if  established  make  other  evidence  unnecessary  (as  for 
example,  a  writing  signed  by  the  party  relied  on  as  an  account 
settled  and  not  merely  as  a  youcher)  ought,  in  order  that  the 
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party  producing  it  might  have  the  ^11  benefit  of  it,  to  be  put  in         1B46. 

issue  ;  for  the  opposite  party  unless  he  had  notice  of  it,  and  an  m*Mahon  •. 

opportunity  to  impeach  it,  would  not  be  concluded  by  it.     But  Burchxll. 

the  omission  to  put  such  a  document  in  issue  did  not  exclude  it, 

and  had  no  consequence  ^rthcr  than  to  abridge  its  effect.     It 

may  still  be  used  as  evidence  to  ground  a  direction  for  further 

inquiry ;  as  where  the  defendant  produced  at  the  hearing  a  paper 

alleged  to  be  an  account  settled,  which  he  had  not  reUed  on  in 

his  answer,  it  was  admitted  as  evidence  to  ground  a  direction  to 

the  Master,  and  as  proof  that  the  defendant  claimed  the  benefit 

of  an  account  settled ;  and  a  direction  was  grounded  on  it,  that  in 

case  it  should  be  insisted  on  by  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiffs 

had  by  any  account  or  agreement  settled  and  ascertained  the 

amount,  &c.  then  the  Master  was  to  inquire  into  it  and  state  the 

particulars,  &c.  (a). 

In  Blacker  v.  Phepoe,  1  Moll.  354,  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  Writings  and 
that  where  the  evidence  was  an  admission  by  the  opposite  party  conversations 
of  fraud  in  himself,  then  if  it  was  intended  to  be  used  as  a  con-  confession  of 
fession,  he  certainly  should  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  it  by  ^ud  inust  be 
evidence  or  explanation ;  and  that  therefore  if  a  letter  or  writing  ^^  "*  *"**^' 
amounted  to  such  confession,  it  must  be  put  in  issue  :  and  that 
this  rule  was  not  confined  to  writings ;  for  it  was  also  applicable  it 
either  party  relied  upon  evidence  of  conversations  for  the  purpose 
of  supporting  or  meeting  the  case  by  proof  of  admissions.    That 
these  must  be  put  in  issue ;  and  that  he  should  pay  no  attention 
to  such  evidence  unless  it  was  notified  upon  the  record,  that  the 
other  party  might  have  the  opportunity  of  denying  the  conver- 
sation or  avoiding  its  effect. 

Lord  Plunkett  has  said  (2  Drury  and  Walsh,  456,)  that  in 
Blacker  v.  Phepoe  the  evidence  objected  to  was  admitted.  That 
the  expressions  attributed  to  Sir  Anthony  Hart  were  mere  dicta : 
and  on  a  point  of  this  kind,  where  so  much  must  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  object  of  the  evidence,  and  the 


ed        (a)  In  Connop  v.  Hayward,  1 

t      You.  &  Col.  C.  C.  33,  the  Vice- 

ted 

Chancellor  Knight  Bruce — after 

at     saying  it  must  be  to  a  certain 

^ved.  extent  in  the  discretion  of  the 

Court  whether  matter  suggested 

by  a  defendant  in  his  answer  was 

a  fit  subject  for  inquiry  or  not, 

and  there  was  no  universal  rule 


on  the  point — added,  suppose  a 
settled  account  suggested  by  the 
answer  but  not  proved;  he  be- 
lieved it  had  always  been  the  rule 
to  let  the  case  go  before  the  Master 
under  such  circumstances,  with  a 
direction  not  to  disturb  a  settled  ac- 
count if  he  should  find  any,but  with 
hberty  to  surcharge  and  fiedsify. 


488 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


1846. 


M*Mabon  V, 

BURCHBLL. 


other  facts  connected  with  it,  he  must  saj  no  dependence  could  be 
properly  placed  on  the  dictum  of  anj  judge. 

Lord  Plunkett*s  remark  upon  Blacker  t.  Phepoe  is  singular. 
It  is  true  that  the  language  of  Sir  Anthonj  Hart,  that  writings 
and  conversations  amounting  to  a  confession  of  fraud  must  be 
put  in  issue,  is  with  reference  to  the  case  of  Blacker  v.  Pkepoe, 
a  dictum.  But  one  would  suppose,  from  Lord  Plonkett's  remain, 
that  notwithstanding  this  dictum,  evidence  of  that  kind  had  been 
admitted :  whereas  the  question  before  Sir  Anthony  Hart  (Blacker 
V.  Phepoe  being  one  of  those  tithe  suits  in  which  the  evidence 
consisted  of  documents  generally  ancient  and  very  numerous,) 
arose  out  of  a  strange  practice  in  Ireland,  that  every  document 
to  be  produced  in  evidence  must  be  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings. 
This  most  inconvenient  and  expensive  practice  was  reformed  by 
Sir  Anthony  Hart.  See  post,  pages  555 — 559.  The  dictum  of 
Sir  Anthony  Hart,  that  writings  and  conversations  confessing 
fraud  must  be  put  in  issue,  is  not  less  accurate  than  the  abolition 
of  that  practice  must  have  been  beneficial.  The  Court  will  lay 
aside — will  not  bind  the  party  by— evidence  of  writings  and  con« 
versations  confessing  fraud,  where  such  writings  and  conversations 
are  not  put  in  issue ;  for  this  is  the  signification  of  the  dictum, 
that  writings  and  conversations  confessing  fraud  must  beputinissue. 


The  evidence 
of  facts,  whether 
documentary 
or  not,  need  not 
be  put  in  issue. 
Evidence  of 
ackuowledg- 
ments,  admis- 
sions, confes- 
sions, [of  con- 
clusions of  Uw] 
whether  docu- 
mentary or  not, 
roust  be  put  in 
issue. 


In  Fitzgerald  v.  O' Flaherty,  1  Moll.  352,  Sir  Anthony  Hart 
said  that  it  was  indisputable  that  that  Court  in  ascertaining  facts 
acted  upon  the  same  principles  as  a  Court  of  Law,  except  that 
not  having  the  aptness  for  cross-examination  a  man  might,  as  it 
was  said,  be  admitted  out  of  his  estate,  if  an  exception  was  not 
made  with  respect  to  that  class  of  proofs  which  consists  of 
acknowledgments  and  admissions,  to  give  the  adverse  party 
notice  when  the  case  was  intended  to  be  rested  upon  acknow- 
ledgments and  admissions,  that  he  might  have  the  opportunity  of 
showing  they  were  made  diverse  intuitu.  That  was  the  ex- 
ception. That  evidence  was  to  be  put  in  issue.  If  it  was  not  an 
independent  fact,  but  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  admission  of  the 
conclusion  which  the  law  draws  from  certain  facts,  as  the  admis- 
sion of  fraud  committed  by  the  party  admitting  it,  that  acknow- 
ledgment and  to  whom  must  be  put  in  issue.  That  is  to  say  the 
evidence  of  facts,  whether  documentary  or  not,  need  not  be  put  in 
issue.  Evidence  of  confessions  of  conclusions  of  law,  whether 
documentary  or  not,  must.  There  were  cases  where  a  num  had 
admitted  the  acknowledgment,  but  denied  that  what  he  acknow- 
ledged was  true. 
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Lord  Plunkett's  remark  upon  Blacker  y.  Phepoe,  ante>  page  1846. 

487,  comprehends  Fitsgerald  v.  O"  Flaherty,     Indeed  the  latter  m*Mahokv.  ' 
occurs  first  in  order.     Except  that  Fitzgerald  v.  G*  Flaherty  was  Burchell. 
not,  like  Blacker  v.  Phepoe,  a  tithe   suit  what  has  been  said 
before,  page  488,  is  with  Uttle  change  of  words  equally  applicable 
in  this  place.     See  a  subsequent  page. 

In  Mulholland  t.  Hendrick,  1  Moll.  359,  [S.  C.  Beatty,  277,]  Declarations  of 
evidence  was  tendered  at  the  hearing  of  admissions  of  fraud  by  the  fg^sbutof  con- 
plaiti£P.  Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  he  was  of  opinion,  declarations  of  a  elusions  of  law, 
party,  not  of  facts,  but  of  conclusions  of  law,  could  not  be  used  as  ^"Jidence^im- 
evidence  unless  put  in  issue  (a).     That  the  Court  would  not  admit  less  put  in  is- 
evidence  of  confession  [of  fraud]  by  a  party,  unless  it  was  fairly  stated  '**^   ^  ^ 
and  put  in  issue,  so  as  to  afiford  the  party  to  be  affected,  not  only  will  not  admit 
the  opportunity  of  denying  or  explaining  the  declaration  charged  to  evidence  of  con- 
have  been  made  by  him,  but  to  impeach  the  credit  of  the  witness  [of  a  conclusion 
deposing  to  it.    That  was  the  principle.    Fraud  is  not  itself  a  fact,  o^  J*^]  ^7  * 
but  a  conclusion  of  law  deduced  from  facts.   A  confession  of  fraud  ^^y  guted  and 
therefore  was  not  the  admission  of  a  fact.     Confession  was  a  fact,  put  in  issue. 
Fraud  was  not  a  fact.     Therefore  the  charge  of  fraud  in  the  bill  ^^^jf  ^  f^^^  ^^^ 
was  not  the  putting  a  fact  in  issue,  for  it  was  not  a  charge  of  a  a  conclusion  of 
fact.     But  no  evidence  could  be  admitted,  except  relating  to  a  ^^  facets 
fact  in  issue.     Therefore  evidence  of  confession  of  fraud  was  not      A  confession 
admissible  under  the  charge  of  fraud,  but  required  a  fact  to  be  in  ^^  ^^*"^  ^t^th^' 
issue,  and  that  fact  was  the  fact  of  the  acknowledgment.     A  bill  admission  of  a 
set  out  by  charging  fraud,  and  proceeded  to  state  the  facts  from  ^**i|; 
which  the  fraud  was  inferred,  and  of  which  it  was  constituted,  of  fraud  in  the 
If  you  could  corroborate  the  proof  of  those  facts  by  the  general  ^}^  >'  Jo*  Pre- 
admission of  the  party  to  be  charged,  the  proper  form  was,  ''And  ^^^^^ 
plaintiff  further  stated  as  evidence  of  fraud  that  defendant  con-      No  evidence 
fessed  at  such  a  time  to  such  a  person  that  he  was  guilty  of  except  relating 

fraud ;"  because  that  was  a  fact  to  be  supported  by  the  evidence  to  a  fact  in  is- 

sue. 
of  the  confession,  which  was  not  evidence  of  the  other  facts  in      Evidence  of 

the  bill  leading  to  the  same  inference  of  fraud.     He  therefore  confession  of 

fraud  is  not 
therefore  ad- 
missible under  the  charge  of  fraud,  but  requires  a  fact  to  be  in  issue, 
and  that  fact  is  the  fact  of  the  acknowledgment  [confession]. 

Evidence  of  admissions  of  fraud  rejected,  the  admissions  not  being 
put  in  issue. 

(o)  See  LordDonegall  y,  Wha-  must  be  put  in  issue.  Documentary 
ley,  post,  page  494.  It  is  a  general  evidence  of  acknowledgments  and 
rule,  that  not  only  parol  ad  mis-  confessions  of  facts  need  not  be 
sions  of  conclusions  of  law,  but  put  in  issue,  the  facts  themselves 
also  parol  confessions  of  facts,     being  in  issue. 
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rejected  the  evidence  (a).  But  he  did  no  injniy  to  the  party,  for 
he  never  vrould  decree  upon  a  confeaaion  without  aending  the 
caae  to  law,  and  he  must  aend  the  case  now  before  him  to  kw  at 
all  events. 

Upon  the  judgment  of  Sir  Anthony  Hart  in  MulkoUand  t. 
Hendrick,  Lord  Plunkett  has  commented  at  great  length.  (2 
Drury  &  Walsh,  453—456.)  His  Lordship  begins  his  com- 
mentary by  stating,  that  with  all  that  respect  for  the  decisions  of 
Sir  Anthony  Hart  to  which  his  great  experience,  his  high 
character,  and  extensive  learning  justly  entitled  them ;  yet  he  was 
bound  to  examine  the  grounds  of  them,  and  inquire  whether  to 
the  extent  which  he  had  carried  them  they  were  or  not  in 
accordance  with  the  principles,  which  were  admitted  to  have 
hitherto  been  adopted  in  that  Court  upon  the  present  question. 
Lord  Plunkett  then  proceeds  to  say,  that  the  case  of  MulhoUmd 
T.  Hendrick  was  peculiar  in  this,  that  the  evidence  was  an  admis- 
sion of  fraud,  and  the  charge  upon  which  that  evidence  was  sought 
to  be  admitted  was  a  general  charge  of  fraud,  and  Sir  Anthonj 
Hart  throughout  his  judgment  rehed  upon  it  as  a  case  of  fraud, 
and  not  a  case  of  evidence  going  to  the  admission  of  a  fB£i  which 
had  been  distinctly  charged.  That  after  an  attentive  examination 
of  the  opinions  ascribed  to  Sir  Anthony  Hart  in  that  cas^  he 
had  not,  he  must  confess,  been  enabled  to  arrive  at  the  principle 


(a)  ''  He  therefore  rejected  the 
evidence."  See  "  Conclusion  2," 
post,  page  509.  There  is  one 
view  in  which  it  would  be  correct 
to  understand  that  the  evidence 
was  absolutely  rejected — was  held 
entirely  inadmissible.  As  it  is 
stated,  *'  Conclusion  6,"  post, 
page  512,  evidence  of  facts  not  in 
issue  is  inadmissible — must  be  re- 
jected, inasmuch  as  such  evidence 
would  be  inadmissible — would  be 
rejected  at  law.  Now  assume 
that  the  bill  merely  charged  fraud, 
and  did  not  allege  any  facts  con- 
stituting the  fraud.  Adopting 
the  reasoning  of  the  judgment, 
the  conclusion  undermentioned 
will  be  arrived  at.  No  evidence 
can  be  admitted  except  relating 
to  a  fact  put  in  bsue  by  the  bill. 


Fraud  is  not  a  fact.  A  charge  of 
fraud  only  is  not  putting  a  fact  in 
issue.  Evidence  of  a  confession 
of  fraud  does  not  relate  to  a  fact 
put  in  issue.  No  such  evidence 
can,  therefore,  be  admitted.  In 
this  view  the  evidence  may  cor- 
rectly be  understood  to  have  been 
absolutely  rejected — to  have  been 
holden  to  be  entirely  inadmissible. 
Itmust,  however,  be  acknowledged 
that  as  Sir  Anthony  Hart  sent  the 
case  to  law,  it  is  not  probable  that 
the  bill  merely  charged  fraud,  and 
did  not  allege  any  facts  consti- 
tuting the  fraud.  Such  a  bill 
might  be  open  to  the  objection 
mentioned  in  Lord  Plunkett'i 
conmient  upon  MulMkmd  v. 
Hendrick,  presently  printed. 
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on  which  he  thought  the  doctrine  was  applicahle  to  cases  of  iraud  1846. 
and  not  to  other  cases ;  for  it  was  clear  that  that  was  a  distinction  M'MAHONr. 
he  was  anxious  to  ky  down  when  pronouncing  his  opinion  (a).  Burchsll. 
He  stated  hisyiews  there  thus : — **  Declarations  of  a  party,  not  of 
facts  but  of  conclusions  of  law,  could  not  be  used  as  evidence 
unless  put  in  issue ;"  and  again,  "  fraud  was  not  itself  a  fact,  but 
a  conclusion  of  law  deduced  from  facts.  Therefore  the  charge  of 
fraud  in  the  bill  was  not  the  putting  a  fact  in  issue,  for  it  was  not 
a  charge  of  a  fact."  Now  the  reasoning  there  was  not  to  him 
rerj  intelligible ;  and,  as  to  the  practical  applicability  of  such  a 
doctrine,  he  could  not  understand  it.  Were  a  bill  filed  and 
sought  to  be  supported  on  fraud,  charged  generally  and  without 
any  grounds  haying  been  laid  for  such  a  charge,  it  would  be 
demurrable.  It  could  not  be  sustained.  The  ordinary  course 
was  to  state  distinctly  the  facts  from  which  fraud  was  inferred, 
and  then  to  charge  that  those  were  the  eyidence  of,  or  actually 
constituted  the  fraud,  which  entitled  the  party  to  relief.  If  so, 
he  did  not  understand  why  Sir  Anthony  Hart  should  reason 
upon  fraud  not  being  a  fact,  or  how  it  could  appear  in  any  sus- 
tainable pleading,  that  a  fact  was  not  put  in  issue  where  fraud 
was  the  ground  of  relief.  The  general  denial  by  a  party  that  he 
had  not  committed  a  fraud  by  itself,  knitted  no  issue  between  the 
parties.  It  was  the  facts  and  the  fraud  upon  which  the  issue 
was  joined.  Then,  as  to  admissions  in  other  cases  besides  those 
where  frtrad  was  the  foundation  of  the  equity,  the  reason  of  Sir 
Anthony  Hart  in  connexion  with  his  dicta  could  certainly  go  to 
this,  that  the  fact  of  the  admission  must  in  every  case  be  put  in 
issue  (6).  But  it  did  not  appear  from  the  cases  in  the  first 
volume  of  Mollo/s  Reports  with  what  exact  degree  of  precision 


(a)  Except  that  Mvlholland  v. 
Hmdrick  was  the  case  of  an  ad- 
mission of  fraud,  there  seems  no 
reason  to  believe  that  Sir  Anthony 
Hart  thought  the  doctrine  appli- 
cable to  cases  of  fraud  and  to  no 
other  cases.  The  writer,  too, 
cannot  discem  that  this  was  a 
dlstinttion,  which  Sir  Anthony 
Hart  was  anxious  to  lay  down 
when  pronouncing  his  opinion. 
ITie  very  first  passage  in  Sir  An- 
thony Hart's  judgment,  and  which 
it  will  be  seen  that  Lord  Plunkett, 


after  making  these  remarks,  pro- 
ceeds to  quote,  does  not  apply  the 
doctrine  to  cases  of  fraud  only, 
and  does  not  lay  down  any  dis- 
tinction. See  also  the  extracts 
from  Sir  Anthony  Hart's  judg- 
ment in  Fitzgerald  v.  0*Flaherty, 
ante,  page  488,  and  LordDonegall 
V.  JVhaley,  post,  page  494. 

(b)  Evidence  of  acknowledg- 
ments, admissions,  confessions  of 
conclusions  of  law,  whether  do- 
cumentary or  not,  must  be  put  in 
issue.    See  Fitzgerald  v.  O'Ela^ 
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sach  admission  was  to  be  pleaded.  If  the  mere  fact  that  such 
an  admission  was  made  was  sufficient^  it  did  not  meet  the 
mischief^  to  guard  against  which,  the  rule  was  said  to  have  been 
established,  that  was  to  say,  surprise  on  the  opposite  party. 
Again,  if  it  was  said  the  party  must  state  not  merely  the  admis- 
sion but  also  the  time  and  circumstances  connected  with  the 
admission,  it  seemed  to  him  that  there  was  not  to  be  found  any 
case  going  that  length ;  though  he  doubted  not  that  a  prudent 
pleader,  who  reHed  much  upon  such  an  admission,  would  adopt 
that  course,  to  avoid  the  possibility  of  such  evidence  being  weak- 
ened by  an  allegation  of  surprise  (a).  That  in  the  case  upon 
which  he  was  observing,  the  objection  was,  that  fraud  had  not  been 
distinctly  put  in  issue ;  but  itwas  not  mentioned  in  the  report  whether 
facts  were  stated  from  whence  the  charge  of  fraud  could  be  col- 
lected, nor  indeed  did  it  appear  how  fraud  was  charged,  or  how 
admitted.  There  was  no  statement  in  the  report  upon  those 
most  important  points — ^important  he  said,  inasmuch  as  the  mere 
assertion  and  admission  of  fraud,  as  a  general  statement,  would  be 
utterly  valueless  on  those  grounds,  as  well  as  on  the  ground  that  Sir 
Anthony  Hart  said  at  the  conclusion,  by  rejecting  the  evidence 
he  did  the  parties  no  injury,  as  even  were  it  admitted  he  could  not 
make  a  decree  without  sending  it  to  law.  That  he  could  not 
consider  this  expression  of  the  opinion  of  that  highly  respectable 
judge  as  an  authority,  which  would  justify  him  in  departing  from 
the  course,  which  had  been  previously  followed  in  that  Court. 


As  Lord  Plunkett,  in  observing  upon  Blacker  v.  Phepoe,  and 
Fitzgerald  v.  O'Flaherty^  ante,  pages  487,  488,  says,  that  the 
expressions  there  attributed  to  Sir  Anthony  Hart  are  mere  dicta, 
and  that  in  a  point  of  this  kind  no  dependence  can  be  properly 


heriyy  ante,  paj;e  488.  It  is  a  ge- 
neral rule  that  not  only  parol  ad- 
missions of  conclusions  of  law, 
but  also  parol  confessions  of 
facts,  must  be  put  in  issue.  Do- 
cumentary evidence  of  admissions 
of  conclusions  of  law  must  be  put 
in  issue.  Documentary  evidence  of 
acknowledgments  and  confessions 
of  facts  need  not  be  put  in  issue, 
the  facts  themselves  being  in 
issue.     See    iMTd   Donegall   v. 


Whaley,  post,  page  494. 

(a)  In  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
same  judgment.  Lord  Plunkett 
said  he  had  thrown  out  his 
opinion  as  to  the  course  which 
he  considered  that  a  prudent 
pleader  ought  to  take ;  for  though 
the  evidence  might  be  admitted, 
still  the  Court,  if  it  had  any  rea- 
son to  suppose  it  a  surprise  upon 
the  party,  would  pay  but  little  at- 
tention to  it. 
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placed  on  the  dictum  of  any  judge  (a),  it  is  not  immaterial  that         1846. 
the  reader  should  be  informed,  that  all  the  foregoing  remarks  of  M*MAHoifr 
Lord  Plunkett  himself  upon  MulhoUand  v.  Hendrick,  as  well  as  his  Burchxll. 
Lordship's  remark  upon^a//  v.  Malt  by,  ante,  page  485,  Blacker 
Y.  Phepoe,  ante,  page  487,  Fitzgerald  v.  (fFldhertyy  ante,  page 

489,  and  Parrel  v. ,  post,  page  494,  are  merely  dicta,  as 

the  ensuing  extract  from  the  report  of  the  case  of  Garrett  v. 
Lord  Besborouffh,  2  Drury  &  Walsh,  453,  in  which  the  remarks 
occur,  will  show.  The  object  of  the  suit  was  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  an  agreement  for  a  lease.  Lord  Plunkett  in  his 
judgment  states,  that  during  the  progress  of  the  cause,  evidence 
of  a  person  to  prove  an  admission  by  the  plainitiff  of  his  having 
refused  to  execute  the  lease,  and  of  his  in  fact  having  repudiated 
the  contract,  was  tendered  by  the  defendant,  but  objected  to  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  a  question  was  raised  to  its  admissi- 
bility, on  the  ground  that,  being  an  admission  by  the  plaintiff,  it 
should  have  been  distinctly  put  in  issue  by  the  defendant's 
answer.  Now  it  was  true  that  the  admission  was  not  put  in 
issue ;  but  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  refused  to  execute  the 
lease  was  not  only  put  in  issue,  but  relied  upon  as  one  of  the 
main  grounds  of  defence.  Upon  this  objection  Lord  Plunkett 
said  he  was  not,  however,  obliged  to  decide,  as  there  were  other 
circumstances  in  the  case,  which  without  its  aid  enabled  him  to 
refuse  the  reUef  prayed.  Were  he  called  upon  to  decide  a  point 
of  so  much  importance,  he  should  require  it  to  be  re-argued.  As 
however,  the  point  had  been  a  good  deal  discussed,  he  should, 
without  pronouncing  any  decision  upon  the  case  immediately 
before  him,  advert  to  the  cases  which  had  been  cited,  and  state 
what  had  suggested  itself  to  his  mind,  after  a  very  care^l  perusal 
of  them.  Lord  Plunkett  concludes  his  remarks,  which  fill  between 
four  and  five  pages,  by  stating  that  he  was  not,  however,  called 
upon  in  the  case  before  him  to  make  any  decision. 


In  Parrel  v.  ,  1  Moll.  363,  evidence  was  offered  to  Evidence  of 

be  read   of   a  witness    deposing    to    conversations    with    the  with  the  de- 
defendant,  in  which  he  acknowledged  that  he  had  defrauded  the  <en<^nt  ac- 
plaintiff.    The  fact  of  the  admission  in  the  conversations  with  the  thi^  i^^  had^de- 
witness  was  not  put  in  issue  by  the  bill.     Sir  Anthony  Hart  said,  fraaded  the 
he  rejected  the  evidence  of  such  alleged  conversations  with  a  ^J^^i^^  w^t' 

f9ity  when  not  put  in  issue ;  no  man  would  be  safe  if  he  could  be  not  being  pat 

in  issue  by  the 

(a)  In  remarking  upon  Farrel      servations  of  Sir  Anthony  Hart  °^ 

T.  ,  poaty  page  494.    Lord     towards  the  end  of  the  judgment 

Phmkelt  idio  says  that  the  ob-     are  merely  dicta. 
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affected  by  such  eyidence.  Lord  Talbot  said  long  ago  that  if  joa 
were  to  oust  a  defendant  by  fraud  alleged  against  him,  and  the 
fraud  was  proved  by  the  acknowledgment  of  the  defendant  that 
he  had  no  right  to  the  matter  in  litigation,  the  plaintiff  must 
charge  that  on  the  record,  to  give  him  the  opportunity  to  deny  or 
to  expldn  and  avoid  it  (a)  ;  and  it  was  common  reason ;  for  if  a 
stranger  was  admitted  to  swear  to  a  conversation  between  him 
and  the  defendant,  and  no  opportunity  was  given  to  the  defend- 
ant to  deny  that  any  such  occurrence  passed,  no  man  would  be 
safe.    The  evidence  was  rejected  (b). 

Lord  Plunkett  has  said,  2  Dru.  &  Wal.  456,  that  in  Farrel  v. 

,  the  evidence  was  admitted,  and  that  the  observations 

of  Sir  Anthony  Hart  towards  the  end  of  the  judgment  were, 
therefore,  merely  dicta,  and  were  generally  applicable  to  all  cases 
of  admissions,  and,  if  correct,  applied  only  to  cases  where  the 
admission  was  used,  not  as  evidence  of  a  fact,  but  as  being  itself 
a  fact  governing  the  case,  and  therefore  the  doctrine,  whatever  it 
might  be,  had  no  application  to  the  case  before  him. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  evidence  in  Farrel  v. ,  instead 

of  being  admitted,  as  Lord  Plunkett  states,  was  rejected. 


Peposition  re-  I^^  Donegall  v.  Whaley,  2  Moll.  397,  where  the  deposition  re- 
lating to  ad-  ]ated  to  the  admission  by  the  plaintiff  at  law  of  gambling  trans- 
bling  traoBac-^*  actions  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  and  that  fact 

tions,  and  that  was  not  set  out  upon  the  pleadings,  an  issue  was  refused  to  try 
fiict  [the  ad-  ' 

mission]  not  being  set  out  upon  the  pleading,  issue  refused  to  try  whether 
such  conversations  [such  admission]  took  place. 

Depositions  touching  declarations  [that  securities  were  given  for  money  lost 
at  play]  rejected,  the  general  fact  [of  gambling]  being  in  issue,  but  not  the  dis- 
tinct fact  of  confession  [the  distinct  fact  of  the  declarations]. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  not  only  parol  admissions  of  condosions  of  law,  but 
also  parol  confessions  of  facts,  must  be  put  in  issue. 

Documentary  evidence  of  acknowledgments  and  confessions  [of  facts  need 
not  be  put  in  issue,  the  facts  themselves  being  in  issue]. 

Documentary  evidence  of  admissions  of  conclusions  of  lawmust  be  put  in  issue.* 

*  The  two  last  placita  are,  it  is  apprehended,  a  correct  representation  of  the 
rule  stated,  or  meant  to  be  stated,  in  the  concluding  part  of  the  judgment. 


(a)  The  case,  to  which  Sir  An- 
thony Hart  here  refers,  is  unknown 
to  the  writer.  There  can  be  no 
doubt,  however,  that  the  Chan- 
cellor who  determined  Sidney  v. 
Sidney  (post,  page  5 1 4,  in  the  note), 
would  have  held  that  if  fraud  was 
to  be  proved  by  the  acknowledg. 
ment  of  a  party  that  he  had  no 


right  to  the  matter  in  litigaftioii, 
such  acknowledgment  must  be 
stated  upon  the  record,  so  as  to 
give  that  party  an  opportonity  of 
demal  or  explanation. 

(6)  With  reference  to  the  sense 
in  which  the  word  ** rejected" 
must  ofken  be  understood,  see 
^'Conduaion  S»"  poal,  page  509. 
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whether  such  conrersations  really  took  place ;  and  Lord  Chancellor         1846. 


Hart  said  that  the  rule  was  not  a  technical  rule,  but  of  the  essence  ^^xm    ' 
of  justice.     In  that  case  the  witness  deposed  that  he  had  often  Burchbia. 
heard  the  defendant  in  equity  acknowledge  that  the  securities 
given  by  the  plaintiff  (who  filed  this  bill  to  restrain  proceedings 
at  law  upon  them)  were  given  for  sums  of  money  lost  at  play. 
It  was  objected  that  the  defendant  was  not  apprised  by  the  plead- 
ings, that  the  fact  of  admission  was  about  to  be  deposed  to.   The 
&ct  of  gambling  was  in  issue,  and  the  bill  went  on  that  ground  of 
impeachment.     Lord  Chancellor  Hart  held  that  declarations  by  a 
party  must  be  put  in  issue  that  he  may  have  the  opportunity  of 
cross-examining  the  witness  to  the  particular  circumstances;  and  he 
rejected  the  depositions  touching  declarations — ^the  general  fact 
being  in  issue,  but  not  the  distinct  fact  of  confession  of  the  fact — 
as  not  being  evidence,  because  it  was  not  specifically  put  in  issue 
by  the  bill  that  such  declarations  were  made  ;  and  he  said,  that  a 
party  must  have  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  a  witness 
deposing  to  his  admissions,  with  notice  by  the  pleadings  of  what 
he  deposes  to ;  and  that  even  a  discredited  defendant  might  defeat 
the  effect  of  it  if  he  had  notice ;  because  he  might  show  by  the  con- 
text— the  persons,  place,  time — that  no  such  conversation  ever  took 
place ;  and  he  added,  it  is  said  sometimes  in  favour  of  receiving  such 
evidence  that,  although  the  adversary  had  no  opportunity  to  avoid 
it,  the  Court  can  direct  an  inquiry;  but  he  would  not  direct  it ;  and 
he  said  there  may  result  some  injury  to  the  plaintiff  by  rejecting 
this  evidence ;  but  it  was  in  his  power  to  have  prevented  it;  for  the 
framer  of  the  bill  might  easily,  after  having  charged  the  fact  of 
gambling,  have  stated  as  evidence  of  the  fact  the  further  fact,  that 
defendant  had  confessed  it  to  such  a  one,  at  such  a  place  and 
time ;  then  the  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  confession  would  have 
been  admissible.     And  Lord  Chancellor  Hart  said  if  such  depo- 
sitions were  admitted  to  have  any  effect,  it  would  be  easy  to  get 
persons,  who  had  never  seen  the  party,  to  swear  to  conversations,  in 
which  he  divested  himself  of  his  rights,  and  so  put  him  out  of  all 
chance  of  justice.     This  rule  is  general  with  respect  to  parol 
evidence  of  confessions  of  facts,  and  is  not  confined,  as  is  said  in 
some  of  the  cases,  to  the  case  of  admissions  of  conclusions  of  law, 
as  the  rule  with  respect  to  documentary  evidence  of  acknowledg- 
ments and  confessions  (a). 


J 


(a)  It  may  be  convenient  to  reprinted  verbatim  from  Mr. 

state,  that   the  foregoing   case     MoUoy's  report. 
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1846.  Houlditch  t.  Lord  Bonegall,  1  Moll.  364^  before  Sir  Anthony 

M'Mahonv  Hart,  will  be  found  to  furnish  the  two  following  pladta.     Letters 

BuRCHXLL.  and  writings  of  a  party  may  be  used  as  evidence  of  facts  although 

Letters  and  such  letters  and  writings  are  not  mentioned  in  the  pleadings. 

^"^"^a  b  I^^^^ers  and  writings  of  a  party  may  not  be  used  as  evidence  of 

used  as  e'vi-  naked  admissions,  without  more,  to  ground  a  decree,  without  being 

dence  of  facts,  mentioned  in  the  pleadines. 

although  such  '^           ° 

letters  and  wri-  — ^— — 


tings  are  not  It  is  said,  2  MoUoy,  396,  that  Lord  Chancellor  Hart  held  in 

^e^Dlea^n      ^^^^7  cases  that  parol  evidence  of  admissions  must  be  absolutely 

Letters  and     rejected  if  not  put  in  issue ;  not  merely  generally,  but  the  parti- 

wntings  of  a  culars  attendiner  the  fact  of  the  admission,  where,  when,  and  to 
party  may  not  °  .     •  •      j 

be  used  as  eri-    whom,  must  be  set  out,  or  some  other  description  equally  pointed 

den(^  of  naked  to  give  the  party  notice;  the  strictness  of  the  rule  in  that  case 
without  more,  being  intended  to  give  the  party  to  be  charged  the  opportunitT* 
to  ground  a  de-  not  only  of  explaining  the  fact,  but  of  discrediting  the  vritness.  It 
being  men-  ^^  added  that  if  parol  evidence  of  admissions  and  confessions  not 
ttoned  in  the  put  in  issue  is  tendered,  no  decree  will  be  made  upon  it  or  notice 
p  eadings.  taken  of  it,  even  to  the  extent  of  directing  further  inquiry. 

Sir  Anthony  As  there  remain  no  more  of  Sir  Anthony  Hart's  decisions  upon 

h  "^  b*!^  ^       ^^  present  subject  it  will  be  convenient  here  to  notice  some  con- 
many  cases,        elusions  which  Mr.  MoUoy  draws  from  them, 
that  parol  evi-         i ,  That  an  acknowledgment  in  writing  by  a  party  of  moral 
sions  must  be  *  turpitude  or  fraud  in  the  transaction,  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
absolutely  re-      suit,  must  be  put  in  issue, 
in  issue.      ^        ^'  ^^^^  *  written  acknowledgment  of  the  conclusion  of  law 

only,  finally  determining  the  question  in  the  suit,  must  be  put  in 

issue. 

These  two  conclusions  are  correct  enough. 

3.  That  if  the  confession  in  writing  be  of  an  act  which  may  be 
innocent,  or  was  capable  of  extrinsic  proof,  but  which,  taken  in 
combination  with  the  other  facts,  is  alleged  to  be  an  ingredient  in 
constituting  fraud,  although  parol  evidence  of  it  would  be  re- 
jected if  the  fact  of  the  admission  was  not  put  in  issue,  the  writing 
would  be  admissible  without  the  fact  of  such  written  acknow- 
ledgment being  put  in  issue. 

The  writing  in  this  and  in  all  similar  cases  is  admissible  in  eri- 
dence ;  but  the  Court  would  not  make  it  the  foundation  of  any 
decree  or  order,  without  giving  the  party  to  be  affected  an  oppor- 
tunity of  explaining  the  writing, 

4.  That  the  parol  evidence  of  admissions  of  facts  generally  if 
not  put  in  issue  is  entirely  inadmissible,  even  to  the  extent  of  being 
ground  for  inquiry.  That  the  not  putting  the  parol  admission  in 
issue,  deprives  it  of  the  character  of  evidence. 
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5.  That  written  evidence  of  confessions  of  conclusions  of  law         1846. 
if  not  put  in  issue,  is  entirely  inadmissible,  even  to  the  extent  of  M'MAHOHr 
being  ground  for  inquiry.     That  the  not  putting  the  written  con-  Burchsll. 
fession  in  issue,  deprives  it  of  the  character  of  evidence. 

The  student  must  not  rely  upon  these  two  last  conclusions. 
What  is  evidence  at  law,  is  evidence  in  equity.  Such  con- 
fessions and  admissions  are  evidence  at  law.  The  mere  cir- 
cumstance that  what  is  evidence  at  law  is  not  put  in  issue  as 
evidence,  cannot  deprive  it  of  the  character  of  evidence  in  equity. 
It  is  true  that  such  confessions  and  admissions  will,  in  general,  be 
rejected  from  the  consideration  of  the  Court — that  no  regard  will 
be  paid  to  them.  But  they  cannot,  according  to  exact  legal  lan- 
guage, be  rejected  as  evidence.  Whether  such  confessions  and 
admissions  should  be  ground  for  inquiry  must,  it  is  apprehended, 
depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  If  admissions  and 
confessions  of  this  kind  did  not  become  known  until  it  was  too 
late  to  put  them  in  issue — for  instance,  if  they  were  accidentally 
and  unexpectedly  elicited  by  some  general  interrogatory,  would  it 
be  just  or  expedient  for  the  Court  to  refuse  an  inquiry  ?  It  is 
submitted  that  it  would  not. 

There  are  some  remarks  by  Lord  Plunkett,  2  Drury  &  Walsh, 
457j  upon  this  subject,  which  are  not  undeserving  of  attention. 
His  Lordship  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  ends  of  justice  would 
be  better  answered  by  leaving  each  case  to  stand  on  its  own 
ground,  subject  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court,  either 
to  admit  or  reject  the  evidence  proposed  to  be  read,  or, 
should  it  deem  it  prudent  or  right,  to  direct  further  inquiries 
on  the  point.  Certain  he  was  that  there  were  certain  cases,  in 
which  great  injustice  might  be  done  by  rejecting  such  evidence, 
and  others  where  the  admitting  it  would  be  equally  unjust.  If 
so,  why  fetter  the  Court  by  an  unbending  rule  ?  How  often  had 
the  Court  to  struggle  in  the  furtherance  of  justice  in  cases  of  a 
positive  bar,  arising  out  of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  to  extricate 
itself  from  the  difficulty  consequent  upon  such  an  unaccommodating 
and  unyielding  rule.  This  should  be  a  warning  to  a  court  of 
equity  when  adjudicating  on  its  own  practice.  It  was  a  mistake 
to  suppose  that  the  ends  of  justice  were  furthered  by  establishing 
a  positive  rule  in  such  cases. 

The  words  "reject"  and  "admit"  in  the  foregoing  passage 
must  be  understood  in  the  qualified  sense  of  reject  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court,  and  admit  so  as  to  bind  the  party. 
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1B46.  In  Earle  v.  Piekiny  1  Russ.  &  Myl.  547,  the  bill  was  filed  to 

M'Mahokv  ^'^^  ^  charge  upon  a  real  estate.   The  defendant  was  a  purchaser, 

BuKOHSLL.  and  the  bill  alleged  that  before  he  completed  his  purchase,  whidi 

In  a  suit  to  was  on  the  29  th  of  September,  1818,  he  had  notice  of  the  charge. 

J^"^^J**J^  Two  witnesses  of  the  name  of  Bishton  and  Wright  swore  that  the 

chaser  alleged  defendant  had  admitted  that  he  had  had  notice ;  and  one  of  them 

erf  ^^'^^^^^^^  deposed  to  a  conversation  with  him  which  amounted  to  notion 

nesses  swore  and  from  which  it  appeared  that  before  making  the  purchase,  the 

that  the  pur-      defendant  had  consulted  a  Mr.  Smith,  a  solicitor,  on  the  subject 

chaser  admitted     .  -i    i  i 

that  he  had  had  of  a  supposed  charge  on  the  estate. 

notice ;  and  one  For  the  defendant  it  was  said  that  he  ought  not  to  be  con- 
of  them  deposed    ijjv         'j  '\.^  \.    *±.  •  'vi     i»      -i*      ^  ^ 

toaconvma-     eluded  by  evidence,  which  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  meet. 

tion  with  him,  He  could  not  prove  a  general  negative  that  he  never  had  notice, 

ed  to  notice!^"  and  he  had  no  information  concerning  the  particular  facts  of 

Order,  reciting  notice  on  which  the  plaintifi^  meant  to  rely.     The  bill  ought  to 

Mmw^dr^ttie^*  have  stated  those  particular  facts,  and  the  defendant  would  then 

witnesses,  who  have  been  prepared  to  disprove  them.     If,  for  instance,  the  oon- 

1^  deposed  to  versation  to  which  one  of  the  witnesses  deposed  had  been  stated 

the  notice,  nor    .      ^        . , 

the  particular     ^^  the  bill,  the  defendant  could  have  shown,  as  the  fact  really 

facts  of  notice     ^as,  that  the  conversation  took  place  not  before  but  after  tfaA 

were  stated  in 

the biU, referred  completion  of  the  purchase.     As  to  the  defendant's  admission  of 

it  to  the  Master  having  notice,  which  the  witnesses  had  proved,  the  rule  of  plead- 

the  "thTp^-  ^'  ^^^8  ^*'  ^^^^  *  pwty  could  not  rely  on  an  admission,  made  by  his 
chaser  had  no-    adversary  not  appearing  in  the  pleadings,  unless  it  were  put  in 

the  o^r^Til^ed  *^^^®'  ®^  ^^^*^  ^^  whom  it  was  sought  to  bind  by  it  might  either 
by  directing  an  disprove  or  explain  it.  In  that  case,  as  the  bill  made  no  mention 
issue.  q£  njjy  particular  facts  of  notice,  or  of  the  alleged  admissions  of 

notice,  an  inquiry  ought  to  be  directed,  so  as  to  give  the  defendant 
an  opportunity  of  meeting  a  case,  which  had  been  opened  against 
him  by  surprise. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  denied  that  any  such  rules  of  pleading 
existed  as  those  on  which  the  argument  for  the  defendant  was 
founded ;  and  it  was  contended  that  to  direct  an  inquiry  in  the 
present  stage  of  the  proceedings,  would  be  to  throw  undeservedly 
discredit  on  the  witnesses  who  had  been  examined,  and  to  hold 
out  to  a  defendant  great  opportunities  and  temptation  to  tamper 
with  witnesses. 

Sir  John  Leach  afler  some  hesitation  made  the  following  order : 
— *'It  appearing  that  neither  the  names  of  the  witnesses  who 
have  deposed  to  the  notice,  nor  the  particular  facts  of  notice^ 
are  stated  in  the  bill,  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether 
at  or  before  the  time  the  purchase  was  completed  the  defendant 
had  notice  of  the  settlement  by  which  the  charge  was  created, 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM.  499 

with  liberty  to  the  Master  to  Btate  any  circumstances  specially         1846. 
at  the  request  of  either  party."  ^,^    - 

From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appealed.  For  the  appellant  it  Burchvll.  * 
was  contended  that  the  eyidence^  if  believed  (and  no  attempt  had 
been  made  to  discredit  it)^  fully  established  the  case  made  by  the 
bill.  The  fact  of  notice^  upon  which  the  whole  question  turned, 
was  distinctly  put  in  issue ;  and  was  satisfactorily  proved  by  the 
evidence  of  several  witnesses^  swearing  to  conversations  which 
took  place  with  the  defendant  anterior  to  the  date  of  his  pur- 
chase, and  from  which  his  knowledge  of  the  charge  on  the  estate, 
and  of  the  consequent  defect  in  the  title,  was  clearly  to  be  col- 
lected. The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  proceeded  in  part  upon 
the  ground  that  the  bill  did  not  state  the  names  of  the  individuals, 
by  whose  testimony  the  fact  of  notice  was  to  be  proved ;  but  the 
doctrine  of  his  Honour  in  that  respect  was  supported  by  no  au- 
thority, and,  if  adopted,  might  lead  to  great  mischief,  by  holding 
out  to  defendants  the  temptation  and  opportunity  to  tamper  with 
their  adversaries*  witnesses.  For  that  very  reason,  indeed,  the 
Court  had  laid  down  a  rule,  which  would  render  the  inquiry  di- 
rected by  this  order  entirely  nugatory ;  for  it  was  settled  in  prac- 
tice that  the  same  witnesses,  who  had  been  examined  in  the  cause, 
could  not  be  again  examined  to  the  same  points  before  the  Master ; 
and  how  then  could  the  plaintiff  establish  his  case  7 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said  that  the  evidence  contained  in  the 
depositions  would  certainly,  if  believed  in  its  fullest  extent,  dis- 
pose of  the  whole  case,  not  only  as  to  the  substance  of  the  trans- 
actions, but  as  to  the  time  when  they  were  alleged  to  have  taken 
place.  The  only  question  was  whether  there  was  not  some  error 
with  respect  to  the  date ;  and  he  had  a  vehement  suspicion  that 
there  was  such  an  error ;  not  so  much  in  consequence  of  false 
swearing,  however,  which  was  hardly  to  be  apprehended,  as  of 
mistake,  which,  upon  comparing  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer 
with  the  depositions,  appeared  very  possible ;  and  that  possibility 
fully  justified  his  Honour  in  sending  the  matter  to  be  further  in- 
quired into.  It  was  asked  why  the  defendant  did  not  produce 
Smith  as  a  witness,  inasmuch  as  his  evidence  would  have  been 
material  to  rebut  the  alleged  notice ;  and  the  conversation  might 
be  the  same  to  which  Bishton  and  Wright,  in  their  depositions, 
referred.  But  the  answer  was  obvious.  It  might  be  perfectly 
true  that  this  conversation  took  place  in  1820  ;  but  that  did  not 
prove  that  notice  was  not  given  in  1818 ;  and  no  man  in  his 
senses  would  attempt  to  rebut  evidence  of  the  nature  of  which  he 
had  no  knowledge ;  no  man  would  ever  dream  of  calling  Smith 
as  a  witness  to  prove  that  which  might  be  perfectly  true,  but 
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1846.  which  could  not  he  rationally  supposed  to  he  in  the  least  degree 

M*Mahon  V       material.     The  moment  the  defendant  was  apprised^  however, 
BuRCHBLL.        that  eyidence  had  heen  given  of  a  conversation  alleged  to  have 

taken  place  in  1818,  and  that  Smith  was  referred  to  in  that  con- 
versation, the  case  was  altered  ;  and  it  became  most  important  to 
settle  the  date  of  the  conversation,  as  the  whole  then  turned  upon 
whether  it  took  place  before  or  after  the  year  1818.  If  Smith 
came  forward  to  say  he  was  consulted  in  1820,  but  never  before 
that  time,  there  was  at  once  an  end  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  If  he 
said  the  contrary,  there  was  an  end  of  that  of  the  defendant. 
Should  he  then,  by  reversing  the  order  which  directed  those  in- 
quiries to  be  made,  shut  out  the  light  which  would  be  decisive  of 
the  merits  on  both  sides  ?  His  Honour  sent  it  to  the  Master  in 
preference  to  directing  an  issue  ;  and  he  inclined  to  think  he  was 
right  in  so  doing,  because  a  coiui;  of  law  would  of  necessity  be 
confined  to  legal  notice,  to  which  only  a  jury  could  look.  If  any 
issue  were  to  be  directed,  it  should  be  to  ascertain  what  was  the 
date  of  the  conversations.  He  should,  therefore,  send  it  to  the 
Master,  with  a  direction  that  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  examine 
the  witnesses  already  examined,  and  to  the  same  points. 

The  matter  was  afterwards  brought  on  again  upon  a  motion  to 
vary  the  minutes,  by  striking  out  the  direction  in  the  order,  that 
the  witnesses  examined  in  the  cause  might  be  examined  to  the 
same  points  before  the  Master,  and  substituting  a  direction  for 
the  trial  of  an  issue  to  ascertain  the  date  of  the  conversations : 
when  Lord  Lyndhurst  ordered  that  the  order  should  be  varied, 
by  directing  the  parties  to  proceed  to  a  trial  at  law  upon  the 
following  issue : — whether  the  conversations  in  the  depositions 
mentioned,  between  the  defendant  and  the  witness  Bishton,  and 
between  the  defendant  and  the  witness  Wright,  took  place  before 
the  29th  day  of  September,  1818,  with  liberty  to  indorse  special 
matter. 


In  suit  to  set  In  Margareson  v,  Saxton,  1  Y.  &  C*.  Exch.  528,  the  plaintiff 
^udiScn^re-'  ^*^  obtained  a  verdict  against  one  Eaton,  and  had  subsequently 
fcrence,  Mr.  become  his  assignee  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  and  had 
Baron  A^^or-  fijed  the  bill  to  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent  preference, 
bene  esse  cvi-  ^  conveyance  executed  by  Eaton  to  the  defendant.  The  bill 
dence  of  dccla-  stated  that  the  defendant  knew  of  the  plaintiff's  verdict,  and  of 
defendant,  not  Eaton's  insolvency,  and  m  order  to  prove  that  the  defendant  had 
charged  in  the  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  action  [verdict]  before  he  took  the  con- 
notice.      ^  veyance  from  the  insolvent,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  offered 

evidence  of  declarations  of  the  defendant  to  that  effect.    It  was 
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objected  for  the  defendant  that  this  evidence  was  inadmissible,  on         1846. 
the  ground  that  no  admissions  or  declarations  of  the  defendant  to  w,^    ' 
that  effect  were  charged  in  the  bill.     All  that  was  charged  was,  Burchbll. 
that  the  defendant  knew  of  the  action  [verdict]  at  the  time  stated, 
not  that  he  admitted  having  that  knowledge.     Mr.  Baron  Alderson 
received  the  evidence  de  bene  esse,  observing  that  there  was 
^eat  doubt  of  its  admissibility,  inasmuch  as  the  declarations  not 
having  been  charged  in  the  bill,  the  defendant  had  not  had  a 
proper  opportunity  of  explaining  them.     On  the  other  hand, 
there  was  much  difficulty  in  rejecting  the  evidence  altogether. 


In  Austin  v.  Chambers,  6  Clark  &  Fin.  1,  the  bill  was  to  set  Uigast  tobind 
aside  a  purchase  made  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff's  estate  ^ i^yby  t^ 
upon  the  allegation  that  the  defendant,  who  was  the  plaintiff's  parol  admiMioo 
attorney,  bid  as  his  agent  in  trust  for  him.  The  bill  stated  that  ?<**  ^^^^^y  P"* 
on  the  day  of  the  sale  the  plaintiff  dmed  m  company  with  the 
defendant  at  the  house  of  the  defendant's  uncle,  and  that  the 
defendant  in  a  conversation  after  dinner  in  the  hearing  of  several 
persons  expressly  declared  he  made  such  purchase  in  trust  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  would  at  any  time  give  up  the  same  on 
being  paid  his  purchase  money,  or  words  to  that  effect.  Sinclair, 
one  of  the  witnesses,  deposed  that  he  was  present  at  the  sale;  and 
that  the  defendant  was  there  as  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
that  the  defendant  requested  him,  the  witness,  to  bid  for  the 
lands  for  the  plaintiff,  to  which  he,  the  witness,  replied  that  he 
was  afraid  to  bid  as  he  had  not  money ;  but  if  the  defendant 
would  arrange  it  with  the  sheriff  so  as  he  should  not  be  incon- 
venienced, he  would  bid  for  the  lands  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff. 
That  the  defendant  then  went  to  the  sheriff  and  appeared  to  have 
a  conversation  with  him ;  after  which  he  returned  to  him,  the 
witness,  and  informed  him  that  he  had  made  the  arrangement 
with  the  sheriff,  and  that  he,  defendant,  would  bid  for  the  lands 
in  trust  for  the  plaintiff.  That  after  the  sale  the  defendant 
informed  the  witness  that  he  had  bid  for  the  lands  in  trust  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  he  would  give  them  up  to  the  plaintiff  on  his 
settling  with  him  for  the  purchase  money. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  before  Lord  Plunkctt,  it  was 
objected  to  the  reading  of  Sinclair's  evidence,  that  he  was  exa- 
mined to  prove  alleged  conversations  with  the  defendant,  which 
were  not  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  but  the  objection  was 
overruled. 

Upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal  in  the  House  of  Lords,  it 
was  again  objected  that  the  depositions  of  Sinclair  were  improperly 
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received^  as  the  convenatioiiB  to  which  he  spoke  were  not  propeify 
put  in  issue  hy  the  bill. 

Lord  Cottenham  said^  that  the  bill  alleged  that  prior  to  the 
sale  the  plaintiff  desired  the  defendant  to  attend,  and  bid  and 
buy  for  him.  This  the  defendant  positively  denied.  That  one 
witness,  Sinclair,  proved  it,  and  proved  it  in  this  way. — ^That 
after  the  sale,  or  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  defendant  made  an 
arrangement  with  the  sheriff,  and  afterwards  stated  that  he  had 
bid  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  purchaser,  and 
that  he  had  bid  for  him,  and  was  his  agent  in  the  purchase. 
Now  the  bill  charged  that  the  defendant  had  admitted  that  he 
had  purchased  for  his  client,  the  plaintiff;  but  it  did  not  chaige 
that  he  had  said  so  to  a  witness  of  the  name  of  Sinclair.  That 
if  the  bill  had  charged  that  the  defendant  had  said  so  to  Sinclair, 
the  defendant  would  have  had  an  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
Sinclair,  or  of  examining  other  persons  who  were  present  at  the 
time,  if  any  person  could  be  found  who  would  dispute  the  state- 
ment which  Sinclair  made  upon  the  subject.  But  as  the  bill  only 
set  out  as  a  general  allegation  that  the  defendant  often  said  so,  with- 
out referring  to  any  one  instance  in  particular,  the  defendant  of 
course  had  no  possible  means  of  meeting  the  case  made  upon  the 
evidence.  He  had  had  frequent  occasion  in  that  House  and  else- 
where to  state  that  where  he  found  evidence  of  an  admission,  and 
that  admission  was  not  put  directly  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  so 
that  the  party  against  whom  it  was  intended  to  be  used  had  no 
opportunity  of  meeting  it  by  other  evidence,  it  would  be  a  most 
unjust  thing  to  bind  the  interests  of  the  party  by  an  admission 
so  proved,  and  it  would  be  a  way  of  giving  facility  for  producing 
false  evidence,  and  be  very  dangerous  and  injurious  to  the  general 
interests  of  suitors. 


A  defendant  Small  v.  Attwood,  called  in  the  House  of  Lords  [from  the  prin- 

charged  with  ^^^  defendant  being  the  appellant,  and  the  plaintiffs  the  respond- 
keeping  certain      *  o  rr  *  r  r 

papers.andwith  wits],  Attwood  v.  Small,  6  CI.  &  F.  232. — It  is  quite  unnecessary 
wilfully  sup-  to  give  any  abstract  of  this  well  known  and  memorable  case, 
when  he  brings  The  ensuing  extracts  from  the  judgments  of  Lords  Brougham  and 

forward  another  Cottenham  sufficiently  show  the  absence  of  specific  all^tions 
paper,  has  a 

right  to  ha^e  his  attention  specifically  directed  [by  the  bill]  to  that  charge,  that 
he  may  know  how  to  meet  it ;  that  he  may  know  what  to  produce,  and  above 
all  things  that  he  may  in  his  answer  give  a  fiill  explanation  if  he  can. 
^  The  rules  of  pleading  and  proceeding  in  Courts  of  Equity  require  such  spe- 
cification, as  shall  enable  a  party  charged  with  fraud  to  meet  the  charge  by 
denial,  or  by  admission,  or  by  explanation,  or  by  confessing  and  ayoiding,  or 
by  giving  the  residue  of  the  conversation,  a  parcel  of  which  only  you  think  fit 
to  pat  upon  your  bill. 
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and  charges  in  the  bill,  and  the  sort  of  evidence,  documentary  and         1846. 
parol,  upon  ^hich,  notwithstanding  the  defect  of  pleading,  the  hiimahom  v. 
Court  below  had  proceeded.  Bu&ohbll. 

For  the  appellant  it  was  said  that  inadmissible  evidence  was 
read  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  respect  of  material  facts  and 
declarations  that  were  not  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  so  that 
the  appellant  had  not  any  notice  of  them,  and,  therefore,  was  not 
in  a  condition  to  contradict  or  explain  them.  All  evidence  of 
that  nature  should  have  been  rejected.  All  material  facts,  decla- 
rations, and  admissions  should  have  been  put  in  issue  properly,  and 
technically,  with  the  name  of  the  witness,  the  time  when,  and 
the  place  where  such  declarations  or  admissions  were  made,  so 
that  the  appellant  might  have  been  able  to  deny  or  explain  them. 

For  the  respondents  it  was  said  in  answer  to  the  objection 
taken  for  the  appellant  on  the  law  and  practice  applicable  to  his 
ease,  viz.  that  facts  and  statements  were  given  in  evidence  which 
were  not  properly  put  in  issue,  that  it  was  the  constant  practice 
in  actions  at  law  to  give  evidence  of  facts,  and  of  admissions, 
though  no  notice  was  given  of  them  by  the  pleadings,  and  the 
courts  of  law  used  their  discretion  whether  they  would  grant  a 
new  trial  even  in  cases  of  surprise.  Courts  of  equity  had  a  dis- 
cretion, also,  whether  they  would  not  put  the  matter  in  a  train  of 
further  inquiry.  In  neither  jurisdiction  was  the  evidence  stated 
in  the  pleadings.  There  was  an  exception  to  the  general  rule 
when  a  party  had  admitted  that  he  had  done  an  act  with  a  frau- 
dulent intention,  which  was  a  conclusion  of  law ;  the  evidence  of 
that  admission  could  not  be  received  against  him  without  charging 
it  in  the  pleadings.  But  it  was  never  held  that  one  might  not 
give  the  facts  in  evidence  without  charging  them,  leaving  the 
Court  to  draw  its  own  conclusion. 

Lord  Brougham  said  it  was  urged  that  stock  papers  were  in 
existence  and  were  kept  back.  Now  it  was  a  distinct  charge,  a 
distinct  statement  of  fraud,  to  say  that  the  appellant  was  in  posses- 
sion of  stock  papers,  which  would  have  falsified  the  story  he  told  to 
the  company,  and  upon  which  story  they  were  contracting  with 
him ;  but  that  he  wilfully  and  in  order  to  prevent  his  story  from 
being  falsified  and  his  falsehood  from  being  discovered,  kept  back 
those  papers,  and  gave  them  other  papers  to  look  at,  selecting 
those  to  be  kept  back,  which  would  have  detected  his  untruth, 
selecting  those  to  be  put  forward,  which  would  support  his  own 
tmtruth.  That  was  as  distinct  a  statement  of  fraud  as  he  con- 
ceived could  be  made  by  any  party  in  a  court  of  equity  against 
any  other.    But  had  ever  any  man  seen  any  bill  in  equity  which— 
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1846.  instead  of  giving  in  that  statement  which  charged  general  frind 
M*lfAH0M9  VLpon  that  point,  (even  in  the  charging  part  of  the  hill  put  in  the 
BuncHKLL.      -  performance  of  its  proper  office,)  anj  one  indication  of  what  those 

papers  were  which  the  charge  was  that  the  defendant  was  keeping 
hack — shrouded  itself,  instead  of  coming  to  the  particulars,  in 
that  vague  general  statement,  ''and  then  the  complainants  further 
charge  that  the  said  defendant  had  in  his  possession,"  not  stod^ 
papers  made  to  show  a  yield  account,  and  which  would  have 
called  the  appellant's  attention  to  the  point,  hut  *'  various  papers, 
hooks,  documents,  &c."  Nothing  of  stock  papers  mentioned 
from  the  heginniog  to  the  end.  Accordingly,  as  was  the  hill  so 
was  the  answer,  a  general  denial  of  course  with  an  offer  to 
produce  all  the  appellant  had.  But  that  was  not  all.  In  the 
spring  after  the  bill  was  filed  a  letter  was  written  by  the  solicitor 
of  the  company  to  the  appellant  or  his  solicitor,  distinctly  stating 
that  the  stock  papers  had  been  in  existence.  That  showed  that  their 
attention  was  called  to  the  stock  papers,  and  that  they  were  pre- 
paring a  case  upon  them.  The  bill  was  amended,  but  the  amended 
bill  was  in  this  part  of  it  precisely  the  same  as  the  original  bill ;  it 
was  just  as  vague  and  general ;  *'  all  books,  books  of  accounts, 
copies  of  letters,  extracts  of  letters,  receipts,  memoranda,  papers 
and  writings ;"  not  one  word  about  stock  papers.  The  appellant 
had  a  right  to  know  what  was  the  charge  of  fraud  that  was  made 
against  him,  and  which  he  had  to  meet.  He  was  charged  with  keep- 
ing stock  papers,  from  which  a  yield  account  might  be  made,  and 
with  wilfully  suppressing  them  when  he  brought  forward  another 
paper.  He  had  a  right,  therefore,  to  have  his  attention  specially 
directed  to  that  charge  [by  the  bill]  that  he  might  know  what  to 
produce,  and  above  all  things  that  he  might  in  his  answer  give  a  full 
explanation  if  he  could.  No  such  notice  was  given,  no  such  oppor- 
tunity for  explanation  was  afforded  to  him,  no  such  specification  of 
particulars  as  to  let  him  know  what  it  was  that  they  would  have  him 
account  for,  explain,  and  answer.  That  was  not  the  only  part  of 
the  case  which  was  deficient  in  specification.  There  was  general 
fraudulent  conduct  imputed  to  the  appellant  when  the  deputation 
was  down  ;  for  instance,  that  Edwards  said,  "I  have  had  my  dril- 
ling before  these  gentlemen  to-day,  it  is  your  turn  next."  By 
''  drilling"  was  meant,  not  drilling  of  the  appellant  to  prepare  them 
to  be  examined,  because  that  did  not  apply  ;  he  meant  he  had  been 
sifted,  he  had  gone  through  the  ordeal  of  those  gentlemen,  it  was 
his  turn  next.  Another  fact  stated  was  that  James  or  Edwards 
came  into  the  room  and  said,  "A  set  of  d — — d  old  fools," 
meaning  the  deputies.    A  third  was,  '*  and  the  most  material  of 
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the  whole,  that  appellant  said,  ''  Go  out  to  them  and  say  if  they  1846. 

don^t  complete  the  contract  I  have  got  somehody  who  is  ready  to  m«m  honv. 
do  it  and  pay  for  it  ;*'  which  would  have  heen  a  very  serious  Bubcbjsll. 
thing,  only  that  it  was  totally  heside  the  question,  unless  it  was 
shown  that  appellant  having  said  that  to  the  man,  the  map  went 
and  told  the  deputation,  which  was  not  pretended.  All  this  was 
general  charge  of  fraudulent  conduct  more  or  less  connected  with 
the  transaction.  But  he  could  not  find  from  the  hegimiing  to  the 
end  of  the  hill  one  single  charge  upon  that  subject.  That  was 
not  the  way  to  put  a  party  upon  his  defence  on  a  charge  of  fraud. 
You  must  charge  fraud  specifically  and  in  detail,  you  must  ^ve 
him  the  opportunity  of  knowing  what  charge  he  has  to  meet. 
You  must  give  him  the  opportunity  of  explanation,  because  the 
words  imputed  might  not  have  been  used  at  all,  or  he  might  have 
satisfactorily  ex{)lained  them  in  a  way,  which  would  give  them  an 
innocent  aspect.  The  rules  of  pleading  and  proceeding  in  courts 
of  equity  required  such  specification  as  should  enable  a  party  so 
charged  to  meet  the  charge  by  denial,  or  by  admission,  or  by  ex- 
planation, or  by  confessing  and  avoiding,  or  by  giving  the  residue 
of  the  conversation,  a  parcel  of  which  only  you  thought  fit  to  put 
upon  your  bill.  But  that  was  not  the  course  pursued  by  the  re- 
spondents. 

Lord  Cottenham  said  that  a  noble  and  learned  lord,  after 
observing  on  the  question  of  yield  and  stock  papers,  said  that 
although  he  considered  that  a  material  part  of  the  case  he.  Lord 
Cottenham,  had  not  adverted  to  it,  or  but  very  slightly  touched 
upon  it.  It  was  perfectly  true  he  had  not.  He  was  only  anxious 
to  state  the  reason  why  he  had  not.  The  propositions  arising 
from  those  facts  were  these. — An  imputation  of  fraud  was  made 
against  the  appellant,  because  when  the  deputation  went  down  he 
produced  books  of  the  year  1818.  Other  more  recent  information 
was  called  for,  and  he  was  represented  to  have  said  that  there 
were  no  yield  books  subsequent  to  1818.  The  allegation  was 
that  he,  appellant,  had  in  his  possession  certain  stock  papers, 
which  stock  papers,  although  they  would  not  of  themselves  show 
the  yield,  would  have  been  an  item  in  the  calculation  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  yield — that  he  knew  those  yield  papers  would 
show  a  yield  different  and  less  favourable  than  what  it  was  in 
1818,  and  that  knowing  that,  he  purposely  and  fraudulently  sup- 
pressed that  information.  When  the  cause  was  argued  at  their 
Lordships'  bar  it  was  observed  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant 
that  there  was  no  such  case  upon  the  record.  He  very  carefully 
ooked  at  it  at  the  time,  he  had  very  carefully  looked  at  it  since, 

L  L 
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1846.         and  he  fonnd  that  the  obserration  was  perfectly  well-fonndedy  that 

M'Mahon  9.      *^®  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^**^  ^y  *^^^  ^^*^*  ^^  *^®  ^^  stated  no  such  case, 
BuftCHSLL.        particularly  where  the  attempt  was  to  fix  fraud,  according  to  the 

rules  of  a  court  of  equity  you  could  not  permit  the  party  to  go 
into  eyidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  it ;  and  you  could  not 
infer  anything  from  the  circumstance  of  the  defendant  in  such  a 
hill  not  having  produced  evidence  to  repel  such  an  imputation,  no 
such  imputation  being  made  upon  the  bill.  That  was  the  reason 
why  he  threw  it  out  of  the  case.  He  considered  that  in  so  doing, 
he  was  acting  upon  the  perfectly  well  ascertained  rules  of  a  court 
of  equity. 


Court layi  aside  In  Copland  v.  Toulmin,  7  Clark  and  finn.  349,  S.  C.  West,  165, 
dtechin^ns  ^^^^^  was  a  question  as  to  the  shares  which  the  appellant  and  res- 
and  admisnons  pondent  took  in  a  certain  partnership.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the 
ti^  "i^di  "*      cause  it  seems  to  have  been  objected,  that  depoutions  had  been  read 

of  admissions  and  declarations  of  the  appellant  and  respondent  upon 
this  subject  such  declarations  and  admissions  not  being  stated  in 
the  bill  and  answers.  Lord  Cottenham,  in  pronoimdng  the  judgment 
of  the  House  of  Lords  said,  he  laid  aside  all  evidence  of  declarations 
and  admissions  imputed  to  the  appellant  and  respondent  which 
were  not  stated  in  the  pleadings,  and  which  there  was  not  there- 
fore any  opportunity  of  explaining  or  dbproving. 


Lord  Plunkctt         In  Garrett  v.  Lord  Besborouffh,  2  Dm.  &  Wal.  457,  Lord 

th2r*^  *®  "y  Plunkett, — after  stating  he  was  inclined  to  say  that  in  a  case 

charging  fraud,  charging  fraud,  where  the  declarations  of  fraud  are  the  gist  of  the 

where  the  dc-  case,  evidence  of  such  declarations,  where  they  are  not  charged  by 

fraud  are  the  ^^^  ^^^>  ought  not  to  be  admitted — added  that  he  was  convinced 

gist  of  the  case,  that  it  was  generally  speaking  unwise  of  a  court  of  equity  to 

declarations  fitter  itself  by  adopting  an  unbending  rule ;  he  should  say  that 

where  thej  are  the  ends  of  justice  would  be  better  answered  by  leaving  each  case 

Ae  STwiKhf  *^  stand  on  its  own  ground,  subject  to  the  sound  discretion  of 

not  to  be  ad-  the  court. 
wmd^ced^Lt        '^^^  immediately  succeeding  observations  of  Lord  Plunkett  are 

it  is,  generally  printed  before,  page  497. 
speaking,  un- 
wise of  the  Court  to  fetter  itself 
by  adopting  an  unbending  rule. 
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In  Graham  v.  Oliver,  3  Beav.  124,  a  point  occurred  during         1846. 
the  progress  of  the  cause  in  respect  to  the  admissibility  of  evi-  m*Mahon  v. 
dence.     The  plaintiff  proposed  to  give  in  evidence  certain  con-  Burcbbll. 
Tersations  with  the  defendant,  which  were  not  charged  in  the  A  plaintiff  may 
bill,  hut  which  to  some  extent  were  stated  in  the  answer.     The  ^^  to^Ihow 
Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  did  not  mean  in  any  way  to  pre-  the  real  effect 
jadice  the  existing  rule— that  conversations  not  put  in  issue  J^tedln^r'" 
could  not  be  read  in  evidence  [so  as  to  bind  the  party] — ^but  in  answer,  though 

that  case  he  thought  that  to  some  extent  the  evidence  was  admis-  J?*  j!i?^  "* 
Ml        -r     1  .      .  .     ,       «.  the  bill, 

sible.     In  the  answer,  communications  to  a  particular  effect  were 

stated.     These  allegations  being  made  by  the  defendant,  the 

plaintiff  had  a  right  to  meet  them  by  evidence ;  and  to  the  extent 

of  showing  the  real  effect  of  these  communications,  or  that  they 

were  not  such  as  were  stated  in  the  answer,  he  was  of  opinion 

that  the  depositions  might  be  read.     So  far  as  they  tended  to 

show  something  quite  imconnected  with  that,  which  was  alleged 

in  the  bill  and  answer,  he  thought  it  would  be  an  infringement  of 

the  rule  to  admit  them  [so  as  to  bind  the  party]. 

The  words  between  brackets  seem  necessary  to  express  cor- 
rectly what  was  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The 
Yice-Chancellor  Wigram,  3  Hare,  63,  has  observed  that  Mr. 
Beavan's  marginal  note — "  evidence  of  conversations  not  put  in 
issue  is  inadmissible ;  but  where  conversations  are  alleged  in  the 
answer,  evidence  is  admissible  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  show 
their  effect,  notwithstanding  they  are  not  stated  in  the  bill" — goes 
much  further  than  the  judgment,  and  that  before  him  the  case 
liad  been  cited  for  a  proposition,  much  broader  than  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  ever  meant  to  lay  down.  The  following  will,  it  is 
apprehended,  be  found  less  objectionable  as  a  marginal  note: — ''a 
plaintiff  may  go  into  evidence  to  show  the  real  effect  of  conver- 
sations stated  in  the  answer,  though  not  charged  in  the  bill." 

In  a  case  of  Langley  v.  Fisher,  Nov.  1845,  in  which  the  author 
^as  counsel,  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  as  to  evidence  of  conver- 
sations and  admissions  not  noticed  in  the  pleadings  was  laid  down 
l)y  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  a  manner  so  accurate  as  to  preclude 
all  probability  of  error  in  whatever  he  may  have  said  upon  the 
point  in  Graham  v.  Oliver. 


Whitley  V.  Martin,  3  Beav.  226,  was  apparently  a  bill  for  an  Court,  in  a 
account.     The  report  states  that  the  only  question  in  that  case  ^^  ^^  ^^^ 

take  into  con- 
sideration letters,  which  the  plaintiff  has  proved  in  the  cause, 
but  which  are  not  referred  to  by  the  bill,  and  which  the 
defendant  has  not  had  the  least  opportunity  of  explaining. 
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was,  who  onght  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  as  to  wbicli  the 
ooansel  for  the  plaintiff,  as  a  groand  for  charging  the  defendant 
with  the  costs  of  the  suit,  proposed  to  read  letters  which  had 
passed  before  the  institution  of  the  snit,  showing  that  the 
defendant  had  refused  to  famish  accounts.  The  counsel  for 
the  defendant  admitted  that  the  letters  had  been  proved  in  the 
cause,  but  he  stated  that  they  had  not  been  referred  to  in  the 
pleadings.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not  take  this 
evidence  into  his  consideration,  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  no  way 
called  these  letters  to  the  attention  of  the  defendant,  or  given 
him  the  least  opportunity  of  explaining  them. 

Here  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  is  correctly 
stated.  It  would  not  haye  been  just  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  costs  upon  the  ground  of  letters,  which  he  had  had  no  op- 
portunity of  explaining.  Mr.  Beavan's  marginal  note—"  Letters 
proved  in  the  cause,  but  not  referred  to  in  the  pleadings,  are  inad- 
missible in  evidence  on  the  question  of  costs  " — ^has  drawn  from 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  the  same  remark  as  his  Honour  has 
made  upon  the  marginal  note  in  the  preceding  case  of  Graham  v. 
Oliver.  The  ensuing  may  be  substituted  for  it : — "  Court  in  a 
question  of  costs  will  not  take  into  consideration  letters,  which 
the  plaintiff  has  proved  in  the  cause,  but  which  are  not  referred 
to  by  the  bill,  and  which  the  defendant  has  not  had  the  least 
opportunity  of  explaining." 


If  one  party 
should  keep 
back  evidence, 
which  the  other 
party  might  ex- 
plain, and 
thereby  take 
him  by  surprise, 
the  Court  will 
give  no  effect  to 
such  evidence, 
without  first 
giving  the  party 
to  be  affected 
by  it  an  oppor- 
tunity of  con- 
troverting it. 


In  Malcolm  v.  Scott,  3  Hare,  39,  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  Hen 
founded  upon  an  alleged  contract,  which  was  to  be  sought  out  by 
means  of  a  correspondence.  The  letters  principally  relied  on 
were  not  charged  in  the  bill,  and  it  was  urged,  therefore,  that 
they  were  inadmissible.  The  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  said  that 
the  bill  expressly  charged  that  there  was  an  agreement  for  giviug 
the  lien  in  question ;  and  he  was  perfectly  clear,  according  to 
the  rule  Lord  Cottenham  laid  down,  that  whatever  would  be 
evidence  of  an  agreement  at  law  was  evidence  in  equity,  subject 
to  this,  that  if  one  party  should  keep  back  evidence  which  the 
other  might  explain,  and  thereby  take  him  by  surprise,  the  Court 
would  give  no  effect  to  such  evidence,  without  first  giving  the 
party  to  be  affected  by  it  an  opportunity  of  controverting  it. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  the  argument  of  M^Mahon  v.  Burchell, 
ante,  page  476,  the  foregoing  passage  was  cited  to  the  Lord  Chan— 
cellor,  who  said  (page  477)  the  rule,  upon  which  he  had  always  acted 
was  correctly  stated  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram,  it  will  be  observed,  had  occasion 
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wi\j  to  apply  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  an  agreement.    The         1846. 
student  may,   however,   safely  understand    it   in    the   general  m«hi^on  •• 
manner  in  which,  borrowing  the  language  of  his  Honour,  the  Bvachul. 
author  has  expressed  it  in  the  marginal  note. 


The  foregoing  are  the  principal  cases  on  the  rejection  and  on 
the  reception  and  effect  of  evidence,  where  certain  matters^  and 
particularly  admissions,  confessions,  and  acknowledgments,  parol 
and  documentary,  and  whether  of  facts,  or  of  fraud  or  other  con- 
clusions of  law,  or  the  proofs  thereof,  are  not  put  in  issue.  Other 
oases,  in  different  degrees  connected  with  the  same  subject,  will  be 
found  both  in  the  text  and  in  the  notes,  post,  pages  510—532. 
In  pages  533 — 555,  post,  also  will  be  found  some  not  unimportant 
cases  belonging  to  the  same  class,  taken  from  the  author's  MSS. 
It  may  be  convenient  that  the  author  should  state  the  conclusions 
which  he  has  drawn  from  the  authorities  to  be  met  with  in  the 
books.  The  student,  if  wearied  in  following  the  analytical  method 
(he  should  recollect,  however,  that  it  is  the  only  way  by  which  a 
correct  knowledge  of  our  law  can  be  arrived  at)  may  not  perhaps 
be  displeased  that  the  synthetical  method  is  now  adopted. 

GONXLUSIONS  DRAWN  BY  THE  AUTHOR  FROM   THE  VARIOUS  AUTHO- 
RITIES IN  THE  BOOKS. 

Conclusion  1.  That  what  is  evidence  in  a  court  of  law,  is 
evidence  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  that  evidence,  which  is  ad- 
missible in  a  court  of  law,  is  admissible  in  a  court  of  equity. 


Conclusion  2.  That  when  it  is  said  in  some  of  the  cases  that 
the  Court  rejected  evidence,  or  held  evidence  to  be  inadmissible, 
which  would  have  been  received,  or  would  have  been  held  ad- 
missible, at  law ;  it  must  not  be  understood  that  such  evidence 
was  absolutely  rejected,  or  was  held  entirely  inadmissible,  but 
only  that  it  was  laid  aside  ~  that  it  was  put  out  of  consideration 
—as  regarded  any  decree  or  order  binding  the  interest  of  the 
party  against  whom  it  was  adduced. 


Conclusion  3.  That  a  court  of  equity  will  not  bind  the  interest 
of  a  party  by  evidence — no  matter  what  its  nature  be — which  he 
has  had  no  opportunity  of  disproving  or  explaining. 


Conclusion  4.  That  evidence,  which  a  party  has  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  disproving  or  explaining,  can  in  a  court  of  equity  be 
used  only  as  a  ground  for  inquiry. 
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The  cases  of 
Strode  ▼. 
Strode,  2  Ca. 
Ch.  196;  and 
SttuartT, 
FierguMtomt 
Hayes,  452. 


Examples  of  cases,  which  ought  to  be  avoided  as  erroneoos,  are 
often  as  serviceable  as  examples  of  cases  which  are.  correct,  and 
may  be  safely  followed.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  Strode  v.  Strode, 
before  Lord  Nottingham,  and  Stuart  v.  Ferffusson,  in  the  Equity 
Exchequer  in  Ireland,  which  it  will  be  seen  are  at  variance  with 
the  last  two  conclusions,  are  here  inserted. 

In  Strode  v.  Strode,  2  Ca.  Ch.  196  [WUliam  Strode  v.  Edvford 
Strode  his  brother],  the  bill  was  for  evidences  of  the  inheritance 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed  by  descent.  The  defendant  set  forth 
a  title  to  a  lease  made  by  their  father  to  him  for  sixty  years,  but 
now  at  the  hearing  showed  a  conveyance  to  him  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  which  was  proved  in  the  books  as  well  as  the  lease.  The 
plaintifiTs  counsel,  **  myself,  and  others"  (a),  allowed  the  lease, 
but  prayed  the  writings  touching  the  inheritance;  for  the  proof  of 
what  is  not  in  issue  is  idle,  the  proof  must  be  of  what  is  alleged, 
else  the  plaintiff  is  prevented  from  cross-examining  or  alleging  to 
the  contrary,  as  if  he  had  a  reconveyance,  release,  or  the  like. 
Lord  Keeper  (Lord  Nottingham) — "  I  shall  not  decree  an  inherit- 
ance away  against  what  I  see,"  and  dismissed  the  bill. 

Lord  Nottingham  was  right  in  saying  he  would  not  decree  an 
inheritance  away  against  what  he  saw ;  but  the  defendant  having 
set  forth  a  title  to  a  lease  made  by  the  father  to  him,  and  at  the 
hearing  showing  a  conveyance  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  Lord  Not- 
tingham was  wrong  in  dismissing  the  bill.  In  the  present  day 
the  plaintiff  would  in  such  a  case  be  held  entitled  to  an  inquiiy. 
See  some  further  remarks  upon  this  case,  post,  page  512. 

In  Stuart  v.  Ferffusaon,  Hayes,  452,  the  question  was,  whether 
the  defendant,  as  mortgagee,  had  notice  of  a  settlement.  The  bill 
charged  that  the  defendant  well  knew,  and  was  perfectly  aware, 
having  had  full  notice  thereof,  both  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage,  that  the  mortgagors  had  no  right  or 
power  whatever  to  dispose  of,  or  in  any  manner  incumber  the 
premises,  and  that  the  same  had  been  settled;  and  that  the 
mortgagors  executed  the  mortgage  with  great  reluctance,  and 
explicitly  stated  to  the  defendant  before  the  execution  thereof, 
that  they  could  not  legally  convey  the  premises,  as  the  same  had 
been  settled ;  and  that  the  defendant  told  the  mortgagors  that  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  would  not  affect  such  settlement  in  any 
way ;  but  merely  whatever  interest  the  mortgagors  themselves  re- 
spectively had  in  the  premises.  In  support  of  the  bill,  which, 
charged  the  defendant  with  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the 
settlement  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  the  depositioA 
of  the  family  solicitor  was  offered  in  evidence.     It  stated  that  aC 

(a)  See  post  page  518. 
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a  certain  time  the  defendant,  being  then  in  the  office  of  his  law  1846. 

agent,  was  infoimed  by  the  witness  of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  m'Mahow  p. 
mider  the  settlement,  when  a  conversation  took  place  on  the  Bukchkll. 
subject  of  preparing  the  mortgage ;  and  on  which  occasion  the 
witness  stated  to  the  defendant,  that  the  mortgagors  could  not 
give  him  a  mortgage  of  the  entire  premises,  as  the  defendant  was 
aware  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  share  under  his  marriage  settle- 
ment ;  to  which  the  defendant  replied  that  he  only  wanted  such 
security  as  they  could  give,  and  that  as  honest  men  they  were 
bound  to  give  the  best  security  they  could. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  objected  to  the  evidence,  as  the 
matter  bad  not  been  sufficiently  put  in  issue.  In  the  bill  it  was 
alleged  that  the  information  had  been  given  by  the  mortgagors, 
while  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  it  had  been  given  by  the  family 
solicitor.  This  was  calculated  to  mislead.  A  strictness  in  this 
respect  was  necessary  in  order  that  the  other  party,  against  whom 
it  was  intended  to  convey  an  imputation  of  fraud,  might  have  an 
opportunity  of  rebutting  it  by  cross-examination  of  the  person 
mentioned  in  the  bill.  It  was  a  matter  of  substantial  justice,  that 
a  party  should  know  the  exact  nature  of  the  proof  to  be  adduced 
against  him,  in  order  to  be  able  to  meet  it.  At  all  events  some 
circumstance  ought  to  have  been  suggested  in  the  bill,  whereby 
the  defendant  should  have  been  led  to  the  occasion  alluded  to,  as 
for  instance,  that  it  was  communicated  to  the  defendant  in  the 
office  of  his  law  agent. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  contra,  said,  it  was  upon  a  simple  fact 
that  they  reUed,  viz.  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage, the  defendant  had  full  notice  of  the  settlement.  That  fact 
was  sufficiently  put  in  issue,  without  putting  in  issue  the  evidence 
to  be  adduced  in  support  of  it.  That  the  cases  on  the  subject  only 
decided,  that  an  admission  by  the  opposite  side,  must  be  distinctly 
and  fully  put  in  issue,  before  it  could  be  rehed  on  against  him. 

Chief  Baron  Joy  said,  that  if  the  evidence  had  been  offered  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  an  admission  of  notice  by  the  defendant, 
then  he  confessed  the  cases  which  had  been  referred  to  would  be 
in  point.  But  the  allegation  in  the  bill  was  very  different.  It  was  not 
that  the  defendant  admitted  that  he  had  notice,  but  that  notice  was 
given  to  him.  The  cases  which  had  been  referred  to  were  cases 
in  which  fraud  (which  was  always  a  conclusion  of  law  from  certain 
facts)  was  sought  to  be  cast  on  the  defendant  by  his  own  admis- 
sion, without  any  allegation  of  facts  in  the  bill  to  support  it.  The 
Court  thought  the  plaintiffs  had  sufficiently  charged  and  proved 
the  fact  of  notice. 

The  Court  was  right  in  admitting  the  evidence ;   but  it  was 
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1846.  wrong  in  holding  evidence,  which  looking  at  the  charge  in  the 

MBiABOK r.  ^^^  must  have  taken  the  defendant  by  surprise,  sufficient  without 

BuBcasLL.  further  inquiry  to  prove  the  fact  of  notice. 


Conclusion  5.  That  should  the  evidence  from  some  improper 
motive  have  been  purposely  kept  back,  the  Court  may  decline  to 
direct  any  inquiry. 

See  Conclusion  15,  post,  p.  532.  It  will  be  perceived  that  the 
principle  of  Conclusions  5  and  15  is  identical.  Conclusion  5  apply- 
ing to  evidence  in  general,  and  Conclusion  15  applying  to  written 
and  parol  declarations,  confessions,  acknowledgments,  and  admis- 
sions, and  to  conversations.  The  separation  of  two  conclusions, 
which  might  obviously  be  consolidated,  will  show  that  this 
summary  is  designed  to  be  practically  useful  and  not  scientific. 


ThiB  oondnsioii       Conclusion  6.  That  evidence  of  facts  not  in  issue  is  inadmissible 
has  its  ezcep-     — ^must  be  rejected ;  such  evidence  would  be  inadmissible — would 

be  rejected  at  law. 

This  conclusion  will  be  found,  like  all  general  rules,  to  have  its 
exceptions.  Were  it  not  so,  great  injustice  might  be  sometimes 
done.  Take  the  case  of  Strode  v.  Strode,  ante,  p.  510.  It  was 
in  vain  that  counsel  there  urged  that  the  proof  of  what  was  not 
in  issue  is  idle.  That  the  proof  must  be  of  what  is  alleged. 
The  writer  has  inserted  Strode  v.  Strode,  under  Conclusion  4,  as 
a  case  to  be  avoided  as  erroneous.  It  was  erroneous,  not  because 
the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff  was  not  rejected — 
at  the  present  day  there  is,  it  is  apprehended,  no  equity  judge, 
who  would  not  say  with  Lord  Nottingham,  that  he  would  not 
decree  an  inheritance  away  against  what  he  saw — but  it  was 
erroneous  because  the  bill  was  dismissed.  The  conveyance  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  not  being  in  issue,  the  pbuntifF  had,  in 
the  language  of  the  counsel,  been  prevented  from  cross-examining 
or  alleging  to  the  contrary,  as  if  he  had  a  re-conveyance,  release, 
or  the  like.     The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  inquiry. 

Other  similar  cases  might  probably  be  found  in  which  the 
Court  has  thought  that  documentary  evidence  of  facts  of  a  certain 
kind  (facts,  for  instance,  which  being  established  render  further 
proceedings  unnecessary),  although  not  in  issue,  could  not  be 
rejected — must  be  admitted.  Such  evidence  could  not  be  treated 
as  altogether  inadmissible — could  not  be  altogether  rejected — 
without  doing  great  injustice.  Those  cases  are  properly  ex- 
ceptions to  the  present  conclusion. 
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The  ensuing  case  of  Matthew  v.  Ilanhury,  2  Vern.   187,  is  1846. 

stated  in  recent  text  books  as  if  it  still  was  in  conformity  with  the  m^m^hon  »• 
rule  of  the  Court.     The  author  has  long  since  thought  it  a  case  Burchbll. 
"carbone  notandum.'*     He  is  disposed,  borrowing  the  language  The  cases  of 
of  Fitzherbert,  J.  C.  P.  in  the  Year  Book,  to  say  to  the  student  jjanimry,  " 
"  mettez  cest  cas  hors  de  vostre  livres  car  il  n'est  ley  sans  doubte."  2  Vem.  187 ; 

According  to  Vernon,  the  plaintiff  as  executor  to  his  father  j^kom/cm*^  ^' 
brought  a  bill  to  be  relieved  against  certain  bonds  obtained  from  1  Eq.  Abr.  227. 
him  by  one  Frances  ^loore,  whilst  sole,  but  then  the  wife  of  the 
defendant  Ilanbury.  The  bill  charged  that  those  bonds  were 
extorted  from  the  plaintiff's  father  by  threats  and  menaces,  and 
by  undue  means,  and  were  not  for  any  real  debt  or  other  good 
consideration.  But  upon  the  proofs  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant Frances  was  a  common  harlot  (a),  and  that  the  plaintifTs 
father,  an  old  weak  man,  having  an  unlawful  conversation  with  her, 
was  prevailed  upon  to  enter  into  the  bonds  in  question.  It  was 
objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be 
reUcved  upon  that  bill,  having  charged  only  that  the  bonds  were 
obtained  by  force  and  other  undue  means,  and  charged  not  any- 
thing in  particular  of  any  turpis  contractus,  and  so  had  not  made 
a  proper  case  upon  his  bill.  The  Court  said  the  defendant  by 
answer  having  sworn  the  bonds  were  entered  into  for  monies  lent, 
or  other  debts  owing  to  her,  that  sufficiently  put  the  matter  in 
issue,  and  gave  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  to  prove  that  the 
bonds  were  entered  into  upon  the  account  of  an  unlawful  conver- 
sation between  the  testator  and  defendant,  and  not  for  monies  lent 
or  real  debts. 

There  is  a  case  before  Sir  Nathan  Wright,  against  which  the 
student  must  not  be  less  on  his  guard  than  against  the  preceding 
case. 

In  Uodgson  v.  Thornton,  1  Eq.  Ab.  227,  the  defendant  on 
presenting  the  plaintiff  to  a  living  took  a  bond  from  him  to 
resign,  and  afler  put  it  in  suit  and  recovered  and  levied  98/.,  and 


(fl)  When  the  writer  first  began 
to  keep  commons,  there  was  a 
tradition  that  Sir  William  Jones 
being  bantered  upon  his  explana- 
tion of  the  terms  in  which,  when 
addressing  the  Court  for  the  first 
time,  he  had  described  a  go- 
verness : — "  It  was  with  the  great- 
est regret  he  had  learned  he  was 
understood  to  mean  to  say  that 
Mrs.  was  a  harlot" — used 


to  refer  to  this  case  of  Matthew 
V.  Hanbury,  as  showing  the  word 
"harlot"  was  strictly  forensic. 
But  the  anecdote(it  is  told  by  Miss 
Hawkins  [daughter  of  Dr.  John- 
son's biographer.  Sir  John  Haw- 
kins] in  her  Memoirs  :  she  had  it 
from  her  brother  [loquitur  H.  H .] ) 
would  not  be  a  whit  the  less 
amusing,  were  any  cognate  word 
substituted. 
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Some  of  the 
cases  in  which 
evidence  of 
facts  not  in 
issue  has  been 
njected* 


the  plaintiff's  bill  was  for  relief.  The  defendant  did  not  by 
answer  pretend  any  misbehaviour,  yet  examined  to  several  mis- 
behaviours ;  and  it  was  urged  that  these  depositions  could  not  be 
read  because  those  misbehaviours  were  not  in  issue ;  and  so  in- 
clined my  Lord  Keeper,  but  after  allowed  them  to  be  read,  and 
founded  his  decree  on  them  {a). 


(a)  Whaley  v.  Norton,  1  Vem. 
483,  was  a  bill  to  be  relieved 
against  a  bond,  charging  that 
whereas  it  recited  the  money  to 
have  been  lent  and  paid  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  yet  that 
in  truth  the  money  never  was 
really  lent  or  paid.  The  defend- 
ant by  her  answer  confessed  that 
the  money  was  not  lent  or  paid 
by  her,  and  that  it  was  never 
meant  or  intended  so  to  be ;  and 
that  it  was  the  mistake  of  the 
scrivener  in  making  the  security 
after  that  manner;  for  that  the 
money  thereby  intended  to  be 
seciued  was  the  free  gift  of  the 
plaintiff  unto  the  defendant.  The 
report  says  that  the  truth  of  the 
case  was,  that  the  defendant  was 
for  some  time  kept  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  this  bond  was  giren  her  upon 
that  account.  It  appears  to  have 
been  in  proof  that  the  defendant 
was  a  common  strumpet,  and  that 
she  commonly  dealt  and  practised 
after  that  sort ;  but  that  was  not 
charged  in  the  bill.  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  opposed  the  reading 
evidence  to  that  matter,  by  reason 
that  it  was  not  charged  by  the 
bill,  nor  in  issue  in  the  cause. 
Sir  John  Trevor  said,  that  as  the 
case  was  he  saw  no  ground  to 
relieve  the  pl^ntiff,  nothing  ap- 
pearing to  him  but  it  was  a  free 
and  voluntary  gift  ^thout  any- 
thing of  turpis  contractus  :  and 
in  case  it  had  been  so,  yet  we 
know  that  Adam  was  punished 


though  tempted  by  Eve,  because 
he  would  be  tempted.*  But  if  it 
had  been  charged  in  the  bill  that 
the  defendant  was  a  common 
strumpet,  and  she  commonly  dealt 
and  practised  after  that  sort,  and 
used  to  draw  in  young  gentlemen, 
in  such  case  he  thought  it  reason- 
able the  Court  should  reUeve. 

In  Sidney  v.  Sidney,  3  P.  WilL 
269,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  wife 
against  the  husband  for  a  per- 

*  The  same  quaint  saying  oeeufs  in 
a  MS.  case  also  decided  by  Sir  John 
Trevor,  of  which  the  author  has  a  note. 
Sir  John  Trevor  seems  to  have  thought 
there  was  a  difference  between  the 
"arnica"  and  the  "  meretrix."  He 
would  probably  have  declined  to  set 
aside  a  bond  to  a  housekeeper,  for  what 
VemoD  somewhere  designates  "secret 
service ;"  although  the  succeeding  pas- 
sage in  the  text  shows  be  thought  it 
reasonable  that  the  Court  should  re- 
lieve where  the  obligee  was  a  common 
strumpet,  and  dealing  and  practiaiDg 
after  that  sort,  and  uang  to  dnw  in 
young  gentlemen.  Sir  John  Trevor 
probably  made  several  distinctions  on 
this  point,  as  in  the  MS.  case  alluded 
to  above  the  passage  from  the  Digest 
is  noticed  with  approbatioD,  "  quod 
meretrici  datur  repeti  non  potest." 
There  is  no  reason,  however,  to  think 
that  the  doctrine  held  by  Sir  John 
Trevor  was  inconsistent  with  the  sub- 
sequent decisions,  (with  the  exception 
perhaps  of  two  or  three  of  recent  date, 
and  it  may  be  added  of  dubious  va- 
lidity,) as  notwithstanding  his  corrup- 
tion in  Parliament,  for  which  he  was 
expelled  the  House,  and  his  lioentioas- 
ness,  he  was  well  versed  in  the  law. 
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Conclasion  7.  Upon  evidence  of  facts  not  stated  in  the  pleadings,  1846, 

no  issue  or  inqairy  ought  to  be  directed,  for  the  party  bringing  M'Mahon  «. 
forward  such  evidence.  Bubchsll. 


formance    of   marriage    articles. 
The  defendant  by  his  answer  set 
forth  that  the  plaintiff,  the  wife, 
had  withdrawn  herself  from  the 
husband;  that  she  had  lived  sepa- 
rately, and  very  much  misbehaved 
herself.     The  proofs  were  very 
strong  that  the  wife,  the  plaintiff, 
had    had   criminal    conversation 
with  another  man.     It  was  ob- 
jected that  the  husband  had  not 
by  his  answer  put  the  matter  of 
adultery  in  issue;  it  being  only 
said  that  the  wife  had  withdrawn 
herself  from  her  husband,  lived 
separately,  and  very  much  mis- 
behaved herself;  all  which  she 
might  do  and  not  be  guilty  of 
adultery;  since  there  might  be 
several  acts  of  misbehaviour  in  a 
wife   besides    that   of   adultery. 
Lord  Talbot  said  the  husband's 
accusation  of  the  wife  was  only 
general  and  uncertain,  amounting 
to  little  else  than  that  she  had 
withdrawn  herself  from  her  hus- 
band, lived  separately  from  him, 
and  very  much  misbehaved  her- 
self,— ^nothing  of  which  implied 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty 
of  adultery,  much  less  that  she 
had  eloped  from  him  and  gone 
away  with  an  adulterer.     With 
regard  to  the  evidence    of   the 
crime  in  the  wife,  there  seemed  to 
be  sufficient  to  convince  any  third 
person  that  she  was  not  innocent ; 
but  the  same  not  being  put  in 
issue  in  the  cause,  he  could  not 
judge  of  it. 

On  this  case  of  Sidney  v.  Sidney, 
being  mentioned  on  a  subsequent 
occasion,  3  Swanst.    177,  Lord 


Talbot  said,  that  the  words  were 
so  uncertain  that  it  was  impossible 
to  imagine  what  kind  of  mis- 
behaviours they  might  be;  and  the 
Court  would  not  let  the  husband 
prove  adultery  because  it  was  not 
rightly  put  in  issue. 

In  the  argument  of  a  case,  9 
Mod.  342,  the  Attorney-General 
(Sir  Dudley  Ryder)  said,  that  the 
case  of  Sidney  v.  Sidney,  heard 
first  at  the  Rolls,  and  afterwards 
before  Lord  Talbot,  upon  an  ap- 
peal where  the  decree  of  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls  was  affirmed,  was 
this :  Mrs.  Sidney  brought  a  bill 
against  her  husband  to  have  the 
benefit  of  some  marriage  articles. 
Mr.  Sidney  insisted  by  his  answer 
that  she  ought  not  to  have  what 
she  prayed,  because  of  her  mis- 
behaviour and  misconduct  to- 
wards him  as  a  wife ;  and  upon 
this  charge  Mr.  Sidney  gave  in 
evidence  acts  of  imchastity  with 
two  or  three  persons,  particularly 
the  being  tumbled  down  a  Welsh 
mountain,  and  kissed,  &c.  And 
the  counsel  for  Mr.  Sidney,  in 
order  to  have  this  evidence  read, 
argued  that  the  words  in  the  bill 
were  a  sufficient  impeachment  of 
Mrs.  Sidney's  chastity  and  put 
her  adultery  in  issue.  The  Master 
of  the  Rolls  after  great  consider- 
ation was  of  another  opinion,  and 
refused  the  evidence  to  be  read. 
Upon  this  there  was  an  appeal  to 
Lord  Talbot,  who  was  of  opinion 
the  words  were  too  general  to 
put  Mrs.  Sidney's  chastity  in 
issue.  Mr.  Attorney  said  he 
cited    the    case    from    memory 
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1846.  Bevan  y.  Dike,  2  Ch.  Ca.  3,  spears  to  hare  been  a  bQl  bj 

M'M  RON0  ^^®  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  alleging  that  the  wife  was  administratrix 

BvacHBLL.  to  her  late  husband,  a  mortgagor,  the  owner  of  a  dye-house  and 

The  caies  of  vessels,  against  the  defendant  the  mortgagee.     At  the  hearing  of 

?Ch*CA.^^'  the  cause  it  is  said  the  Court  could  not  relieve  the  plaintiff,  the 

and  Baieh  v*.  wife,  the  administration  appearing  to  hare  been  repealed.     The 

TuekfTf  ibid.  report  then  proceeds  thus  : — **  But  in  the  proof  it  appears  she 

(the  plantiff,  the  wife)  had  another  title  not  set  forth  in  the  bill. 


only,  and  was  not  sore  whether 
he  stated  the  very  words  of  the  bUL 

In  Clarke  v.  Turton,  11  Ves. 
340,  which  was  a  bill  by  a  devisee 
against  the  heir  at  law,  an  objec- 
tion was  taken  by  the  defendant 
that  the  phdntiff  was  proved  to  be 
an  alien  papist.  For  the  plaintiff 
it  was  answered  that  the  point, 
upon  which  the  objection  was 
taken,  was  not  in  issue.  Sir 
William  Grant,  as  the  fact  was 
not  in  issue,  would  not  permit 
the  depositions  to  be  read. 

In  Smith  v.  Clarke,  12  Ves.  477, 
which  was  a  bill  for  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  an  estate,  the  defence  was 
that  a  certain  person  was  em- 
ployed as  a  puffer.  This  was 
proved ;  and  there  was  further 
evidence  that  the  auctioneer  de- 
dared  that  there  were  no  in-bid- 
ders  present;  but  as  the  answer 
contained  no  allegation  of  that 
fact,  the  plaintiffs  objected  that  it 
could  not  be  received  in  evidence. 
Sir  William  Grant  said,  that  as 
this  declaration  by  the  auctioneer 
was  a  distinct  substantive  fact,  it 
could  not  be  received  in  evidence 
without  an  allegation  upon  the 
record. 

In  Blake  v.  Mamell,  2  Ba.  &  Be. 
47,  in  which  the  question  was 
whether  an  annuity  deed  was  made 
in  execution  of  a  power  of  ap- 


pointment, witnesses  spoke  to 
facts  not  put  in  issue  in  the  cause, 
in  order  to  show  that  the  transac- 
tion of  the  annuity  deed  was  a 
fraudulent  transaction.  Lord  Man- 
ners said,  that  as  to  the  attempt  to 
impeach  the  appointment  [annuity 
deed]  upon  the  ground  of  fraud, 
undoubtedly  that  as  a  question  of 
fact  might  be  proved,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances estabUsbed  by  parol 
evidence ;  but  in  that  case  it  was 
not  put  in  issue  on  the  record, 
and  therefore  the  evidence  to  that 
extent  must  be  rejected. 

In  IVilliams  v.  LleweUyn,  2 
Yo.  &  J.  68,  the  bill  was  to  im- 
peach a  sale  and  conveyance  on 
the  groimd  of  fraud.  At  the 
hearing  it  was  proposed  for  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase  the  defendant  was 
and  acted  as  the  attorney  and 
solicitor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  had 
taken  advantage  of  that  character 
to  impose  on  the  plaintiff.  For 
the  defendant  it  was  objected  to 
such  evidence  being  read,  on  the 
ground  that  it  tended  to  prove  a 
fact  not  put  in  issue  by  the  plead- 
ings. Sir  William  Alexander  said 
the  bill  did  not  allege  that  the  de- 
fendant was  the  attorney  or  solici- 
tor at  the  time  of  the  purchase; 
and  the  defendant  had  therefore 
no  opportunity  of  showing  or  af- 
firming that  the  relation,  if  it  ever 
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nor  put  in  the  issue,  viz.  that  the  mortgagor,  before  witness,  gave  1846. 

2s.  6d,  to  the  heir,  and  declared  that  the  plaintiff  should  sell  the  m'Mahok* 

house,  pay  the  mortgage,  and  with  the  house  and  trade  of  dyeing  Bukchbix. 

maintain  herself  and  children,  so  that  it  was  a  parol  declaration  of 

a  trust.    Objection.     It  is  not  alleged,  nor  in  issue,  therefore,  &c. 

— Chancellor  (Lord  Nottingham)  :  Where  I  see  right  I  will  have 

it  tried  ere  I  decree  against  it ;  and  it  is  no  inconvenience ;  for 

the  inconvenience  is  because  the  other  side  cannot  examine  to 

what  is  not  alleged ;  but  at  the  trial  he  may  ;  and  so  directed  a 

trial  on  that  point." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  difficulties,  that  this  case  presents  to 
the  practitioner,  do  not  affect  the  point,  which  occasioned  its  intro- 
duction in  this  place.  If  the  dye-house  was  freehold,  there  must, 
it  is  apprehended,  even  as  far  back  as  the  reign  of  Charles  IL, 
have  been  some  special  circumstances  to  enable  the  plaintiff,  the 
wife,  to  sustain  a  suit  to  redeem  in  the  character  of  administratrix 
only ;  and  if  the  dye-house  was  leasehold  the  payment  of  2«.  6d. 
to  the  heir  and  parol  declaration  of  trust,  do  not  seem  very  intel- 
ligible. The  vessels  were  probably  fixtures  ;  but  if  they  were  not, 
the  case  still  remains  almost  as  obscure.  By  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
and  Perjuries,  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  sect.  7,  all  declarations  of  trust 
after  24th  June,  IC 77,  must  be  in  writing.  Bevan  v.  Dike  was 
heard  by  Lord  Nottingham,  27th  November,  1679.  The  parol 
declaration  upon  which  the  trial  was  directed  must  have  been 
prior  to  24th  June,  IC 77.  If  the  writer's  memory  be  not  incor- 
rect, it  was  held  soon  afler  the  statute  passed  that  it  extends  to 
leasehold. 

In  the  present  day  such  a  bill — supposing  proof  of  a  declaration 
of  trust  in  writing — of  a  title  to  redeem  different  from  that  stated 
in  the  bill — to  turn  up — would,  it  is  apprehended,  be  dismissed 
with  costs,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  filing  of  a  new  bill. 

In  Balch  v.  Tucker,  2  Ca.  Ch.  40,  there  was  an  agreement  under 
seal  between  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  prior  to  the  marriage,  by 
which,  in  an  event  which  occurred,  the  plaintiff  was  to  become 
entitled  to  a  real  estate.  The  wife  being  dead,  the  bill  was 
brought  against  her  heir  for  the  specific  performance  of  this 
agreement.     The  defendant  by  his  answer  positively  denied  the 

existed  had  been  determined.    He  that  evidence  could  not  be  read 

thought  for  that  reason  that  the  even  on  behalf  of  an  infant  as  to 

evidence  could  not  be  received.  facts  not  stated  in  the  bill,  unless 

In  Powys  V.  Mansfield,  6  Sim.  they  were  put  in  issue  by  his 

565,  the  Vice-Chancellor    ruled  answer. 
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1846.  agreement.  The  cause  went  to  proof  and  hearing.  The  phdntiff 
M<Mahon  ».  proves  ^e  agreement  fully.  The  defendant  examined  one  witness 
BvtuomMLL,       to  proye  that  the  morning  hefore  the  marriage  the  wife  was 

troubled  and  wept,  and  declared  to  him  that  the  reason  of  it  was 
that  she  would  not  many  unless  a  writing,  which  she  had  made 
to  her  husband,  might  be  delivered  to  her  again ;  whereupon  a 
writing  was  delivered  to  him,  and  he  delivered  it  to  the  wife,  the 
husband  saying  she  should  have  anything,  so  she  would  many 
him.  The  Court  directed  a  trial  upon  this  point  only,  namely, 
whether  the  agreement  was  waived.  A  trial  was  had,  and  it  was 
found  for  the  defendant  that  the  agreement  was  waived.  The 
plaintiff  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied  ;  and  there  was 
an  order  to  dismiss  the  bill.  The  plaintiff  moved  again  for  a  new 
trial,  or  that  the  cause  might  be  re-heard.  The  reporter  says, 
**  I  offered  it  to  the  Court," — that  the  direction  for  a  trial  at  first 
was  hard  upon  us.  The  question  only  upon  bill  and  answer  was 
agreement  or  not.  Nothing  in  issue,  whether  the  agreement  was 
discharged ;  for  that  was  quite  contrary  to  the  issue  ;  and  if  the 
witness  swore  never  so  false,  he  was  not  perjured;  and  it  was  im- 
possible for  the  plaintiff  to  disprove  the  allegation  of  a  defendant, 
which  the  defendant  never  alleged ;  and  it  seemed  a  piece  of  arti- 
fice to  make  that  a  defence,  of  which  the  Court  could  never  give 
judgment  (when  a  thing  was  not  alleged) .  The  Court  must  judge 
secundum  allegata  et  probata.  That  if  the  deed  itself  had  been 
delivered  up,  yet  it  was  no  discharge  in  law  except  it  had  been 
cancelled.  That  it  could  amount  to  no  more,  than  that  the  wife 
desired  to  have  it  in  her  power  to  destroy  the  deed,  which  she 
never  did. — ^The  reporter  concludes  by  stating,  the  Court  said  we 
came  too  late,  and  would  do  nothing  in  the  motion. 

The  reader  will  notice  that  the  author  of  the  Reports,  called 
"  Cases  in  Chancery,"  was  counsel  both  in  Strode  v.  Strode, — 
"The  plaintiff's  counsel,  myself  and  others,"  ante,  page  510,  and 
in  Batch  v.  Tucker, — "  I  offered  it  to  the  Court."  The  name  of 
the  author  is,  it  is  believed^  unknown,  but  he  is  said  to  have  been 
"  for  many  years  a  practisar  of  the  first  rank  in  the  Court  (a)  J* 
Lord  Redesdale  has  said  that  the  Chancery  Cases  are  very 
incorrect,  and  Lord  Manners  has  said  the  book  is  one  of  very 
doubtful  authority.  However  incorrect  the  Chancery  Cases  may 
be,  and  however  doubtful  the  authority  of  the  book  may  have 
been,  the  author  seems  at  any  rate  to  have  had  an  accurate  notion 

(a)  See  the  Dedication  to  Sir  Nathan  Wright,  prefixed  to  the  Second 
Part  of  Cases  in  Chancery. 
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of  one  of  the  fundamental  rules  of  pleading.     The  question^  he         1B46. 
says,  upon  biU  and  answer  only  was  agreement  or  not.     There  was  m<||ahon  » 
nothing  in  issue  whctlior  the  agreement  was  discharged.     It  was  BuacHSLL. 
impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  disprove  the  allegation  of  a  de- 
fendant, which  the  defendant  never  alleged.     The  Court  must 
judge  secundum  allegata  et  probata. — Not  taking  into  considera- 
tion the  other  objection  raised  in  the  argument,  that  if  the  deed 
itself  had  been  delivered  up,  yet  it  was  no  discharge  in  law  except 
it  had  been  cancelled ;  that  it  could  amount  to  no  more  than 
that  the  wife  desired  to  have  it  in  her  power  to  destroy  the  deed, 
which  she  never  did  ; — it  is  plain  that  the  question  upon  the  bill 
and  answer  being  agreement  or  not,  and  there  being  no  question 
of  waiver,  the  directing  of  an  issue  upon  the  point,  whether  the 
agreement  was  waived,  was  a  mistake  (a). 


(a)  There  are  two  matters  in 
the  report  of  this  case  of  Balck  v. 
Tucker,  not  imdeserving  of  the 
attention  of  the  student  desirous 
to  trace  the  progress  of  equity 
procedure.  First,  the  application 
for  re-hearing  was  by  motion. 
This  matter  would  lead  the  writer 
too  far  for  the  present  note: 
it  shall  be  treated  another  time. — 
Next,  the  Court  said  that  the 
plaintiff  came  too  late.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Court 
meant  that  the  application  for  re- 
hearing r&me  too  late,  it  coming 
af^et  ihe  trial  of  the  issue  and  an 
misuccessful  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  Bahk  y.  Tucker  is  there- 
fore an  authority  for  the  conclu- 
sion mentioned  ante,  page  364, 
and  which  the  writer  there  states 
he  believes  to  be  at  variance  with 
the  impression  of  most  of  those 
practitioners  who  have  the  longest 
experience,  that  after  the  trial  of 
an  issue  there  can  be  no  appeal 
from  the  decree  directing  the  issue 
to  be  tried. 


In  the  search  for  cases  illus- 


trative of  the  general  rule  that  a 
party  does  not  lose  the  right  of 
appeal  by  acting  upon  an  order — 
ante,  page  358  to  365 — the  fol- 
lowing by  no  means  unimportant 
authority  escaped  the  author's  at- 
tention. 

In  Copland  v.  Touimin,  West, 
164 ;  S,C.7  CI.  &  Fm.  349,  the 
decree  was  made  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  June,  1828,referring 
it  to  the  Master  to  make  certain 
inquiries.  In  May  1830,  the  Mas- 
ter made  a  separate  report  as  to 
one  subject  of  inquiry,  and  ex- 
ceptions taken  by  the  plaintiff  to 
that  report  were  overruled  by 
the  Court:  but  the  House  of 
Lords  in  May,  1834,  reversed  that 
order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
and  the  exceptions  of  the  plaintiff 
became  thereby  allowed.  In  July, 
1835,  the  Master  made  another 
separate  report  as  to  another  sub- 
ject of  inquiry,  and  the  plaintiff 
took  exceptions  to  that  report  and 
the  Court  allowed  those  excep- 
tions. In  February,  1836,  the 
Master  made  another  separate  re- 
port and  the  plaintiff  took  excep- 
tions, which  were  allowed  by  the 
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It  is  obvious  that  there  would  be  great  differcnoe  between 
directing,  upon  evidence  of  facts  not  stated  in  the  pleadings 
the  issue  or  inquiry  for — and  directing  the  issue  or  inquiry 
against — the  party  bringing  forward  such  evidence.  The  know- 
l^ge  of  important  facts  not  stated  in  the  pleadings^  b  often 
confined  to  the  party  bringing  forward  the  evidence  of  such  facts 
and  his  witnesses.  If  such  facts  are  adverse  to  the  party 
bringing  forward  the  evidence  of  them,  the  disclosure  of  them 
would  be  generally  owing  to  inadvertence,  or  to  one  of  those 
accidents  by  which  justice  is  sometimes  promoted.  Now, 
assuming  that  the  facts  if  established  would  materially  influence 
the  decision  of  the  Court,  although  no  issue  or  inquiry  could  be 


Chief  Baron  in  December,  1836. 
After  these  proceedings  the  de- 
fendant appealed  to  the  House  of 
Lords  from  the  decree  of  June, 
1828.  Lord  Cottenham  said  that 
nine  years  and  a  half  after  the 
decree  was  made  directing  in- 
quiries, and  merely  directing  in- 
quiries, the  defendant  had  thought 
it  expedient  to  appeal  against  the 
decree.  That  it  might  be  un- 
doubtedly true  that  a  decree 
ought  not  to  contain  an  inquiry, 
and  that  there  was  either  no 
ground  for  the  inquiry,  or  that 
some  other  mode  of  inquiry  ought 
to  be  adopted.  That  if  that  were 
80,  it  would,  however,  require  a 
very  strong  case,  after  all  the  ob- 
jects of  the  inquiry  had  been  ex- 
hausted, and  when  the  decree  ad- 
judicated no  right,  established  no 
fact,  but  merely  was  an  act  of  the 
Court,  by  which  the  Court  de- 
sired that  further  information 
might  be  obtained,— it  would  re- 
quire a  strong  case  to  induce  their 
Lordships  to  reverse  a  decree 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining a  fact,  in  order  to  enable 
the  Court  with  more  certainty  to 
adjudicate  between  the  parties. 
That,  as  he  had  stated,  the  party 
then  appealing  having  exhausted 


both  subject-matters,  and  the  in- 
quiry having  failed  him  in  both,  he 
then  complained  of  the  Court 
having  inquired  into  those  facts 
at  all.  He  thought  that  that  ex- 
treme case  did  not  occur  there,  in 
which  their  Lordships  would  be 
disposed  to  disturb  a  decree 
merely  directing  inquiries,  after 
the  lapse  of  time  which  had  taken 
place,  and  after  the  result  of  the 
inquiries  was  contradictory  to  the 
case  set  up  by  the  party.  £ven 
if  it  were  not  for  the  length  of 
time,  and  if  their  Lordships  were 
called  upon  to  express  an  opinion 
upon  the  originr.  ■  f*'  .-r'.-'  'r^^r 
diately  after  it  *  ^  ;..  *  : 
nounced,  he  8h<  .... 
that  it  was  a  casi-  '•.  .  '  •  • 
which  it  was  t'. ;  ;  ^  v  .  'r  • 
Court  to  inquire  iuu>  the  i;uwb. 
The  defendant  having  set  up 
defence,  both  parties  were  entitlea 
to  caU  upon  the  Coiu-t  to  ascertain 
by  inquiry  the  nature  of  that  de- 
fence so  set  up ;  and  that  defence 
depending  on  certain  facts,  it  was 
not  possible  without  inquiry  to 
come  to  any  satisfactory  concln- 
sion  upon  the  facts  so  stated.  It 
was  matter,  therefore,  of  course 
for  the  Court  to  adopt  one  or 
other  mode  of  ascertaining  the 
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directed  for  the  party  bringing  forward  evidence  of  such  facts,         1846. 
and  omitting  to  state  the  facts  themselves  by  his  bill  or  answer,  m'Mahon  » 
yet  is  it  not  possible  that  cases  may  arise  in  which  it  may  Bu&chkll. 
be  a  question,  whether  an  issue  or  inquiry  should  not  be  directed 
upon  evidence  of  facts  not  stated  in  the  pleadings,  against  the 
party  bringing  forward  such  evidence  ? 

The  ensuing  are  the  only  two  cases  with  which  the  author 
is  acquainted,  that  have  any  relation  to  the  question.  The  hght 
is  but  faint  which  they  throw  upon  it. 

In  Hill  V.  Filkin,  ante,  page  428,  Anne  Stevenson  by  her  will 
devised  her  real  estate  to  Frances  Filkin,  upon  her  marrying  with 
the  consent  of  trustees,  and  if  she  married  without  such  consent 
then  to  John  liill.  John  Hill  filed  his  bill  claiming  the  real 
estate,  on  the  ground  that  Frances  Filkin  had  married  without 


facts  which  were  not  at  that  mo- 
ment before  it  in  such  a  way  as 
to  enable  it  to  dispose  of  the  case; 
it  might  have  directed  an  issue, 
and  that  was  one  of  the  argu- 
ments. The  Court  was,  no  doubt, 
quite  competent  to  direct  an  iu* 
quiry.  But  the  Court  directed 
an  inquiry,  and  no  complaint  was 
made  of  the  inquiry  so  directed 
until  after  all  the  subject-matter 
was  exhausted,  and  the  party  then 
complaining  had  failed  to  estab- 
lish the  facts  in  his  favour.  He 
thought  that  House  would  not 
listen  to  complaints  broughtunder 
the  circumstances  of  that  case, 
against  a  decree  merely  directing 
an  inquiry.  After  all  that  had 
taken  place  he  thought  the  in- 
quiry itself  perfectly  proper ;  and 
upon  both  grounds,  therefore,  he 
thought  the  appeal  against  the 
original  decree  had  no  foundation 
to  rest  upon,  and  must  be,  there- 
fore, dismissed. 


Since  the  foregoing  part  of  this 
note  was  written  a  case  has  come 
before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  which 

M 


affords  a  solution  of  the  question 
whether  after  the  trial  of  an  issue 
there  can  be  no  appeal  from  the 
decree  directing  the  issue  to  be 
tried  (see  before,  page  364).  It  is 
Butlin  V.  Masters. 

In  this  case  of  Butlin  v.  Mas- 
ters,  one  of  the  Vice-Chancellors 
by  his  decree  dated  April,  1846, 
directed  the  trial  of  certain  issues. 
The  issues  were  tried  at  the  sum- 
mer assizes,  1846,  and  found  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff.  In  Febru- 
ary, 1847,  the  defendant  moved 
for  a  new  trial  of  the  issues,  and 
the  motion  being  imsuccessful  he, 
in  March,  1847,  presented  his 
petition  of  appeal  from  the  decree 
of  April,  1846,  which  had  directed 
the  trial  of  the  issues.  The  ap- 
peal came  on  to  be  heard  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  July, 
1847,  when  it  was  objected  on 
the  part  of  the  respondent,  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  appeal  ought 
not  to  be  entertained,  the  appellant, 
the  defendant,  not  coming  until 
he  had  taken  the  chance  of  the 
trial  of  the  issues  and  had  failed 
in  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The 
Lord  Chancellor— after  alluding 

M 


Butlm  V. 
Matters. 
Appeal  from 
decree  direct- 
ing issues  after 
the  issues  had 
been  tried,  and 
motion  for  a 
new  trial  had 
heen  refused. 


522 


REPORTS  IN  CHANCERY, 


1846. 

^ . 

M*MAHoir  V. 

BUROHBLL. 


consent.  The  Filkins  filed  their  bill  to  have  the  trusts  of  Anne 
Stevenson's  will  executed,  and  the  real  estate  conveyed.  It 
appeared  by  the  answer  of  the  Filkins,  and  also  by  the  depo- 
sitions of  witnesses  examined  on  their  behalf,  that  Frances  FiUdn 
was  educated  in  the  popish  religion.  John  Hill  was  the  heir  at 
law  of  Anne  Stevenson,  and  in  case  Frances  Filkin  at  certain  timei 
professed  that  religion,  John  Hill  as  such  heir  was  entitled  to 
the  estate.  Lord  Macclesfield,  by  his  decree  made  in  both  causes, 
directed  an  issue  to  try  whether  Frances  Filkin  was  at  certain 
times  a  person  professing  the  popish  religion.  From  this  decree 
the  Filkins  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords.  It  was  said 
for  the  Filkins,  that  by  the  pleadings  no  other  title  was  set 
up  by  John  Hill  to  the  real  estate,  except  the  forfeiture  by 
reason  of  Frances  Filkin's  marrying  without  consent.  It  was 
said  for  John  Hill,  that  it  appearing  by  the  answer  of  the 
Filkins,  and  by  the  depositions  of  witnesses  examined  on  their 
behalf,  that  Frances  Filkin  was  educated  in  the  popish  religion, 
and  it  not  appearing  with  sufiicient  certainty  whether  she  pro- 
fessed the  popish  religion  or  not  at  certain  times,  nor  con- 
sequently whether  she  was  a  person  capable  of  taking  under  Anne 
Stevenson's  will,  it  was  necessary  that  that  should  be  ascertained 
before  the  Filkins  could  be  entitled  to  any  decree  in  their  favour. 
The  House  of  Lords  reversed  Lord  Macclesfield's  decree  directing 
the  issue. 

Will  it  be  safe  to  conclude  from  the  circumstance  of  the  House 
of  Lords  having  reversed  the  decree  of  Lord  Macclesfield  directing 
the  issue,  that  cases  may  not  arise  in  which  it  may  be  a  question, 
whether  an  issue  or  inquiry  should  not  be  directed  upon  evidence 
of  facts,  not  stated  in  the  pleadings,  against  the  party  bringing 
forward  such  evidence  7  An  examination  of  the  proceedings  in 
Hill  V.  Filkin  will  show  that  the  House  of  Lords  gave  to  John 
Hill  an  opportunity  (although  in  a  singular  mode)  of  putting 


to  the  language  ascribed  to  Lord 
Eldon,  Jacob,  621  [see  the  case 
of  De  T\i8tet  v.  Bordenave,  in 
which  that  language  is  supposed 
to  have  occurred,  stated  ante, 
page  361,  from  the  author's  MS. 
notes],  and  after  observing  that 
there  seemed  no  greater  incon- 
venience in  permitting  an  appeal 
from  a  decree  directing  an  issue 
after  the  issue  has  been  tried  and 


a  motion  for  a  new  trial  has  been 
refused,  than  from  a  decree  direct- 
ing inquiries  before  the  Master 
after  the  Master  has  made  his  re- 
port and  after  exceptions  to  that 
report  have  been  disaUowed  — 
overruled  the  objection.  The 
appeal  was  then  heard  and  the 
decree  directing  the  issues  was 
reversed.  Butlin  v.  Masten, 
L.  C.  July,  1847, 
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in  issue  the  fact  whether  Frances  Filkin  was  a  person  professing         1846. 
the  popish  rehgion.  M'MxHoif.' 

In  Bennett  v.  Neale,  Wightwick,  324,  the  bill  was  by  a  rector  for  Burcbbll. 
tithes.  The  answer  claimed  exemption  from  all  payment  except 
a  certain  modus.  The  defendants  failed  in  making  out  a  modus, 
but  some  of  the  plaintiff's  proofs  furnished,  as  the  defendants 
contended,  some  ground  for  saying  that  a  composition  real 
existed  :  and  upon  that  evidence,  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  the  defendants  contended  that  an  issue  ought  to  be 
directed  to  try  the  real  composition.  For  the  defendants  it  was 
said  that  it  might  be  perhaps  argued  that  they  should  not  be 
permitted  to  go  into  another  defence  besides  that  upon  record, 
and  that  upon  their  answer  they  could  not  then  set  up  a 
composition  real.  That  they  had  set  up  a  modus  it  was  true, 
but  the  plaintiff  had  rebutted  that  by  showing  the  payment 
to  be  a  composition  real.  That  under  such  circumstances  the 
Court  could  not  decree  an  account,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore 
must  either  have  his  bill  dismissed  or  consent  to  an  issue. 
For  the  plaintiff  it  was  said  that  it  had  been  argued  for  the 
defendants,  that  it  was  competent  to  them  to  set  up  a  new 
defence  arising  out  of  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff.  That  it 
was  dear  that  upon  those  pleadings  the  defendants  could  not 
set  up  a  composition  real.  The  substance  of  the  defence  ought 
to  have  been  laid  in  the  answer. 

Mr.  Baron  Wood  said  it  was  to  be  considered,  whether,  under 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Court  ought  not 
to  direct  an  issue  as  to  the  real  composition.  The  defence  set 
up  by  the  answer  was  that  of  an  immemorial  payment,  which 
would  not  of  itself  warrant  a  different  issue.  But  it  was  said  that 
the  plaintiff's  own  proofs  had  furnished  the  Court  with  grounds  for 
saying  that  a  composition  real  existed,  and  that  where  that  was  the 
case  the  Court  might  direct  an  issue  to  try  such  a  composition»  The 
defendants  said  that  upon  the  evidence  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  an  issue  ought  to  be  directed  to  try  the  real  composition, 
though  they  admitted  that,  upon  the  case  set  out  in  their  own 
pleadings,  the  Court  could  not  direct  such  an  issue.  Now  the 
principle  to  be  deduced  from  the  cases  appeared  to  him  to  be, 
that  although  the  defendant  failed  in  his  defence,  yet  if  the 
phdntiff  himself  showed  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  thing  he 
sought  to  recover,  he  should  not  recover.  If  the  case  was  clear, 
then  the  Court  would  dismiss  his  bill  at  once,  but  if  doubtful  the 
Court  would  send  it  to  an  issue.  The  same  principle  prevailed 
in  courts  of  law,  for  although  the  defence  was  bad  in  point  of 
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1846.  law,  if  the  Court  saw  upon  the  whole  record  that  the  plaintiff 
M'Mahon0  ^^  ^^^  entitled  to  recover,  judgment  must  be  given  against 
BuKCHSLL.        him.     He  thought,  therefore,  that  the  Court  ought  to  direct 

an  issue  to  try,  whether  the  money  payment  was  a  real  com- 
position or  not. 

Mr.  Baron  Graham  said,  that  with  regard  to  the  defence 
originally  set  up,  it  was  perfectly  clear  from  the  course  which 
the  cause  had  taken  in  argument,  that  the  original  defence  as 
set  out  upon  the  record,  must  be  considered  as  totally  abandoned. 
But  then  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that 
the  depositions,  read  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  n^ativing 
the  immemoriality  of  the  payment,  showed  a  bargain  or  agree- 
ment, which  might  be  presumed  to  have  all  the  requisites  of 
a  composition  real;  that  the  plaintiff  had  defeated  his  own 
claim  by  showing  a  bargain  and  an  agreement  of  that  kind: 
and  it  was  said  that  the  Court  ought  to  direct,  that  it  should 
go  to  a  jury  to  ascertain,  whether  a  composition  real  did  or 
did  not  exist.  That  was  the  substance  of  the  argument,  and 
upon  that  argument  the  question  was,  whether  the  Court  was 
compelled  from  the  accidental  disclosure  of  those  circumstances, 
and  from  that  alone,  to  direct  the  inquiry:  because  unquestionably 
the  defence  of  a  prescription  in  modus  dedmandi  was  essentially 
different  from  the  defence  of  a  composition  real.  But  in  the 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  the  accidental  introduction  of  that 
circumstance,  it  ought  to  be  recollected  that  the  fact  of  the 
existence  of  any  agreement  at  the  necessary  period  [prior  to  the 
disabling  statute,  13  Eliz.]  was  not  proved.  It  was  a  mere 
hearsay  of  a  fact,  and  not  only  that,  but  there  was  no  precise 
date,  except  that  one  witness  beUeved  that  it  was  150  years  ago: 
one  or  two  old  witnesses  saying  that  they  had  heard  it  was  onlj 
1 00  years  ago ;  nor  was  it  stated  in  those  depositions  whether 
that  agreement  was  in  writing,  or  between  what  parties.  That 
at  all  events,  taking  the  defence  there  put  upon  the  ground  of  an 
immemorial  payment,  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  justice  for 
the  Court  to  direct  an  inquiry  upon  a  mode  of  defence  which  the 
party  did  not  swear  to,  and  to  direct  an  issue  without  the 
slightest  shadow  of  legal  evidence  being  brought  before  it. 

Chief  Baron  Macdonald  said  that  it  struck  him,  when  the  idea 
of  the  possibility  of  a  composition  real  first  sprung  up,  whether  it 
was  possible  that  the  Court  could  direct  an  issue  to  determine  t 
point,  which  was  not  in  issue  between  the  parties.  How  was  that 
possible  ?  There  never  was  known  an  instance  of  such  a  thing 
being  done.    The  ground  set  up  by  the  defence  was  clearly  and 
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distinctly  a  modus  well  and  fully  described  as  a  prescriptive  pay-  1846. 
xnent.  If  that  failed,  therefore,  and  there  was  no  ground  for  en-  m»Mahok» 
tertaining  a  notion  of  composition  real,  there  was  an  end  of  the  Burcbbll. 
case.  Then  it  was  argued  by  analogy  with  cases  that  had  been 
dted,  that  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  evidence  there  should  be  an 
issue  directed  to  try  the  question.  Now  where  the  defendant  was 
endeavouring  to  prove  a  modus,  and  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff 
went  to  a  composition  real,  the  plaintiff  certainly  could  not  entitle 
himself  to  a  decree.  But  the  case  was  very  different  where  a  plaintiff 
proved  not  even  a  composition  real,  but  merely  that  an  agreement 
had  taken  place  between  the  rector  and  the  owners  of  the  land 
[nothing  said  of  the  ordinary  and  patron]  ;  and  which  fact  was 
rendered  uncertain  by  the  excessive  lameness  of  the  evidence,  and 
where  there  was  not  even  an  assertion  of  the  agreement  set  up  in 
the  answer.  That  upon  the  pleadings  in  that  case  it  did  not 
appear  to  him,  that  there  was  even  evidence  of  a  private  agreement 
between  the  owners  and  the  rector.  The  rector  rested  his  claim 
upon  his  common  law  right,  which  must  prevail.  The  occupiers 
set  up  a  modus  having  all  the  quahties  of  a  strict  modus,  and  the 
answer  gave  no  reason  to  suppose  that  a  composition  real  would 
be  insisted  upon ;  and  that,  which  was  insisted  upon  as  a  modus, 
was  but  a  private  agreement,  which  could  not  bind  the  successor 
of  the  rector,  who  was  no  party  to  that  agreement.  The  defend- 
ants had  failed  in  proving  a  prescriptive  payment,  and  there  was 
no  evidence  to  show  a  real  composition  between  proper  parties. 
The  Court  had,  indeed,  no  evidence  upon  that  point  but  a  mere  sur- 
mise started  by  counsel  at  the  bar, — the  surmise  of  the  possibility 
of  a  composition  real ;  when  the  very  description  of  that  trans- 
action was,  that  it  was  no  composition  real,  but  an  agreement 
between  two  parties  only.  In  that  case  the  parties,  if  they  had 
pleased,  might  have  filed  a  bill  to  establish  a  composition  real. 
They  might  to-morrow  file  a  bill  to  establish  a  composition  real, 
and  then  would  be  the  proper  time  for  the  Court  to  judge  of  an 
issue ;  but  at  present  nothing  had  appeared  upon  the  record  to  prove 
a  composition  real,  and  the  little  that  did  appear  in  the  course  of 
the  cause,  was  relative  to  a  mere  private  agreement.  He  was 
therefore  of  opinion — and  Mr.  Baron  Thomson,  whom  he  had  con- 
sulted, agreed  with  him — that  there  should  be  a  decree  for  the 
plaintiff. 

It  will  he  observed  that  Baron  Graham  said  the  plaintiff's 
evidence  was  mere  hearsay :  that  it  was  not  stated  in  the  depo- 
sitions whether  the  agreement  was  in  writing  or  between  what 
parties :  that  there  was  not  the  slightest  shadow  of  legal  evidence : 
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1846.  and  Chief  Baron  Macdonald  stated  the  eyidence  to  be  ezceaaiTdj 
M'MamokvT  l^xae :  that  there  was  not  even  evidence  of  a  private  agreement 
BvacHSLL.        between  the  owners  and  the  rector :  that  there  was  no  evidence 

upon  the  point  of  a  real  composition  between  proper  parties :  that 
it  was  a  mere  surmise  started  by  counsel  at  the  bar  of  a  compo- 
sition real,  when  the  very  description  of  the  transaction  was,  that  it 
was  no  composition  real,  but  an  agreement  between  two  parties 
only. 

Now  supposing  that  the  plaintifiTs  own  evidence  instead  of 
being  mere  hearsay  and  stating  no  agreement  in  writing— exoes* 
sively  lame — a  mere  surmise — had  been  documentary  and  such 
as  to  leave  little  doubt  that  the  payment,  although  not  as  the  de- 
fendants by  their  answer  stated,  a  modus,  yet  was  a  compositkm 
real,  must  not  an  issue  have  been  directed,  unless,  indeed,  the  plain- 
tifif  had  preferred  to  have  his  bill  dismissed  7 


Conclusion  8.  That  the  principal  point  in  issue  being  a  fact  and 
not  a  conclusion  of  law,  evidence  of  facts  tending  to  prove  the 
principal  point  is  admissible,  although  such  facts  are  not  stated 
in  the  bill  or  answer. 

In  the  argument  of  Wheeler  v.  Trotter,  stated  below,  it  was  said 
that  in  Sidney  \.  Sidney,  ante,  page  514  in  the  note,  it  was  agreed 
that  if  it  had  been  said  generally  that  the  wife  had  been  guilty  of 
adultery,  the  husband  might  have  been  permitted  to  prove  any 
particular  acts  of  adultery,  though  not  alleged  in  the  answer: 
and  Lord  Talbot  in  giving  judgment  said  that  if  it  had  been 
alleged  by  the  answer  that  the  wife  had  been  guilty  of  adultery, 
then  she  would  have  had  a  sufficient  opportunity  of  defending 
herself  even  as  to  particular  adulteries.   See  3  Swan.  1 7^  and  177. 


Conclusion  9.  That  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  Court  rarely,  if  ever, 
acts  upon  the  evidence,  except  to  direct  an  issue,  or  submit  the 
point  to  some  other  mode  of  inquiry. 

In  Wheeler  v.  Trotter,  3  Swans.  174,  in  the  note,  the  defend* 
ant  was  register  of  the  Consistory  Court  of  Durham.   The  plaintiflT 
had  been  his  deputy  for  a  period  of  three  years,  and  the  bill  was 
filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  a  further  deputation  for  four  years.     At  the 
hearing  of  the  cause  it  was  urged  that  though  the  Court  might  in 
that  case  decree  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  yet  thst 
upon  considering  the  whole  together  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  the  aid  and  assistance  of  the  Court ;  because  the  plaintiff  hid 
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not  accounted  for  dirers  fees,  which  he  had  received  hy  virtue  of         1846. 


the  deputation,  and  besides  he  had  taken  several  fees  which  were  )l  ^, 
not  due  or  expressed  in  the  list  of  fees,  and  had  concealed  several  Buechsix.  ' 
instruments  and  writings  belonging  to  the  office,  and  so  he  had 
forfeited  all  the  equity  he  might  otherwise  have  had.  The  defend- 
ant being  about  to  read  his  proofs  as  to  those  misbehaviours,  &c. 
allied  in  such  general  terms  by  his  answer,  it  was  objected  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  charges  were  too  general ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  tell  what  proof  to  make  against  them, 
unless  he  must  examine  into  every  particular  fee  he  had  received 
during  the  time  of  his  executing  the  office,  and  also  as  to  every 
instrument  that  had  come  to  his  hands ;  which  would  be  unreason- 
ableandexpensive;  and  therefore  the  defendant  should  have  pointed 
out  the  particular  facts  in  his  answer,  whereby  the  plaintiff  might 
have  been  enabled  to  know  how  to  clear  himself  by  his  proof.  A. 
leases  to  B.  for  years.  B.  covenants  to  leave  the  premises  in  repair. 
Breach  may  be  assigned  that  he  did  not  leave  in  repair.  But  if 
the  defendant  pleads  he  did  leave  them  in  repair,  the  plaintiff  by 
his  replication  must  show  particularly  what  part  was  out  of  repair, 
that  the  defendant  may  give  a  particular  answer  to  it :  and  it  was 
said  the  reason  would  hold  equally  strong  in  equity  as  in  law ;  and 
that  though  an  indictment  for  barratry  might  be  general,  yet  the 
prosecutor  was  always  obhged  to  give  a  list  upon  oath  to  the 
defendant  of  the  particular  matters,  that  are  intended  to  be  proved 
against  him.  For  the  defendant  it  was  said,  if  this  exception  should 
prevail,  then,  whenever  a  defendant  alleged  fraud  in  his  answer,  or 
that  any  person  was  non  compos,  he  could  be  admitted  to  prove 
no  other  facts  but  what  were  particularly  set  forth  in  the  answer, 
because  it  may  there  with  equal  reason  be  objected  that  the  plain- 
tiff would  not  know  what  to  controvert  or  what  proof  to  make. 

Lord  Talbot  said  the  question  was  whether  these  matters 
were  sufficiently  put  in  issue  or  not ;  for  it  was  certain  they  might 
have  been  more  precisely  so  by  enumerating  the  particular  facts ; 
yet  as  they  were  not  intended  to  charge  the  plaintiff  with  any 
particular  sums  received  more  than  were  accounted  for,  but  to  show 
a  general  misbehaviour  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  office,  so  that  a  court 
of  equity  could  not  help  him,  he  thought  for  that  purpose  they 
were  sufficiently  put  in  issue.  There  the  defendant  did  not  rest  in 
saying  the  plaintiff  had  broken  the  articles  generally,  but  said  under 
such  and  such  a  head,  which  were  general  heads  on  which  the  de- 
fendant intended  to  rest  his  case.  That  in  criminal  matters  it  is 
not  only  necessary  that  the  nature  should  be  set  out,  but  generally 
that  the  single  fkct  should  be  specified,  by  which  the  party  may 
be  enabled  to  defend  himself  in  a  matter  which  ia  final  against 
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him.  But  in  this  Court  if  the  plaintiff  thought  he  could  gi?e 
further  light  in  the  affair^  or  the  Court  had  any  doubts  abont  it, 
there  might  be  directions  giren  for  a  further  inquiry.  Then  the 
defendant  began  to  read  his  proofs,  but  the  Chancellor  proposiog 
that  a  Master  should  examine  whether  the  plaintiff  had  aoooonted 
for  all  the  fees  he  had  received,  &c.  the  parties  agreed  to  it. 

It  is  added  that  the  cause  came  before  the  Chancellor  by  wa)r 
of  appeal  from  the  Rolls,  where  it  was  determined  that  the  alle- 
gations in  the  defendant's  answer  were  too  general  to  pat  the  par- 
ticular misbehaviours  in  issue  (a). 


Conclusion  1 0.  That  pleadings  in  equity  will  not  from  their  nature 
admit  of  the  same  precision  as  pleadings  at  law.  That  a  plaintiff  is 
not  bound  to  prove  the  all^ations  of  his  bill  with  so  much  strict- 
ness and  precision,  as  a  plaintiff  at  law  is  obliged  to  prove  his  decla- 
ration ;  it  is  sufficient  if  a  plaintiff  in  equity  proves  the  substance 
of  his  bill  (6). 

Carew  v.  Johnston,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  280,  was  a  suit  to  set  aside 
a  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  and  to  have  a  redemption  and 
account  on  the  ground  that  Pyke,  the  mortgagor,  was  a  person  of 
non-sane  memory  within  the  act  of  the  7  Geo.  II.  c.  14,  for  the 
relief  of  mortgagees  (c).  Lord  Redesdale  said,  there  was,  however, 
a  difficulty  in  the  case.  The  biU  filed  by  Carew  did  not  allege 
in  terms  that  Pyke  was  a  person  of  non-sane  memory,  but  des- 


(a)  Wheeler  y,  TVo/^^  is  printed 
by  Mr.  Swanston,  from  "  Sir 
Clement  Wearg's  MSS."  The 
case  could  not,  in  the  lifetime  of 
Sir  Clement  Wearg,  have  made 
any  part  of  a  collection  bearing 
his  name,  as  it  was  heard  by  Lord 
Talbot,  Trinity  Term,  10  Geo.  11. 
(1736),  when  Sir  Clement  Wearg 
had  been  in  his  grave  nearly  ten 
years.  He  died  on  the  6th  of 
April,  1726.  See  Mr.  Duke's 
Brief  Memoir  of  Sir  Clement 
Wearg. 

(b)  The  reader  will  perceive 
that  this  conclusion  is  composed 
merely  of  two  dicta ;  the  one  of 
Lord  Redesdale,  the  other  of  Sir 
William  Grant,  which  will  be 
found  in  the  two  next  stated  cases. 
Dicta  of  this  kind,  and  the  cases 


illustrative    of   them,    are   very 
numerous. 

(c)  It  is  an  Irish  statute,  and  is 
entitled  ''An  Act  for  the  Relief  of 
Mortgagees,  and  for  making  the 
Process  in  Courts  of  Equity  more 
effectual  against  Mortgagors  who 
abscond  and  cannot  be  served 
therewith;  and  against  Persons, 
who  being  served  therewith,  re- 
fuse to  appear."  By  the  8th 
Section,  persons,  who  at  the  time 
of  any  decree,  in  pursuance  of 
the  Act,  being  made  against  them, 
should  be  of  non-sane  memory, 
have  two  years,  from  the  time  of 
service  of  the  decree  upon  them, 
after  the  removal  of  such  dis- 
ability, to  make  their  defence  and 
show  cause  against  the  same. 
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cribed  him  as  a  person  of  great  weakness  of  understanding,  and         1846. 

almost  an  idiot.     That,  no  doubt,  was  a  very  loose  statement.  ^,^    ' 

The  bill  asserted  that  he  was  a  person  of  extremely  weak  under-  Burchsll. 

standing,  and  the  eyidence  was  very  strong  to  show  that  he  was. 

But  it  might  be  said  that  the  bill  not  having  stated  with  sufficient 

precision  the  degree  of  incapacity  which  the  Act  required,  the  fact 

of  "  non-sane  memory "  within  the  Act  was  not  in  issue  in  the 

cause.    That  was  a  point  which  had  a  Httle  disturbed  his  mind, 

and  before  he  decided  finally,  he  should  like  to  consider  how  far 

this  loose  manner  of  stating  bills  in  equity,  would  warrant  the 

Ck)urt  in  receiving  the  evidence  offered.     He  wished  on  many 

accounts  that  pleadings  in  equity  were  more  precise  than  they 

were.     At  the  same  time  it  was  to  be  considered,  that  from  their 

nature  they  would  not  admit  of  the  same  precision  as  pleadings  at 

law.     If,  indeed,  a  defendant  in  equity  put  in  a  plea,  considerable 

precision  was  required,  because  he  sought  to  reduce  his  case  to 

one  point.     If  on  a  bill  filed  to  carry  that  decree  into  execution 

against  the  heir  he  had  pleaded,  that  the  person,  against  whom  the 

decree  was  made,  was  a  person  "  of  weak  mind  and  almost  an 

idiot,"  he  should  have  held  that  a  bad  plea  as  a  plea,  though  it 

might  have  stood  for  an  answer ;  but  whether  the  same  sort  of 

exactness  was  necessary  in  the  statement  of  a  bill,  to  which  no 

demurrer  was  put  in,  was  a  question  to  be  considered.     He  did 

not  mean  to  say  that  in  that  case  a  demurrer  ought  to  have  been 

put  in,  because  the  statement,  even  though  not  sufficiently  precise 

to  bring  the  case  within  the  Act,  might  be  sufficient  to  support  a 

charge  of  fraud,  by  showing  that  there  was  such  an  incompetency 

as  rendered  the  proceedings  liable  to  that  imputation. 

Afterwards  Lord  Redesdale  gave  his  opinion  that  a  decree 
against  a  person  in  the  condition  of  Pyke  must  be  considered  in 
the  same  light  as  a  decree  against  an  infant,  and  that  the  allega- 
tion of  incapacity  in  the  bill  was  sufficient  for  this  purpose. 

In  Spurrier  v.  Fitzgerald^  6  Ves.  548,  the  bill  was  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  an  agreement.  It  stated  that  the  defendant  by 
writing  under  her  hand  agreed  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
1800/.  for  the  premises.  It  then  stated  that  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  sell  the  premises  at  that  sum,  and  it  referred  to  the  agreement 
or  writing  in  plaintiffs  custody.  At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  it 
was  objected  for  the  defendant  that  evidence  could  not  be  read  to 
prove  anything  but  a  written  agreement  according  to  the  frame  of 
the  bill.  That  the  bill  stated  and  in  all  its  parts  applied  to  a 
written  agreement.  That  the  plaintiff  had,  therefore,  made  it 
absolutely  necessary  to  produce  such  an  agreement,  and  he  could 
not  go  upon  any  other.     Sir  William  Grant  said,  that  the  defend- 
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1846.         ant  by  her  answer  admitted  a  parol  agreement,  and  submitted  to 
'  ^    •  have  it  carried  into  execution  ;  but  she  now  contended  thataspe- 

BuAOHBLL.        dfic  performance  of  that  agreement  ought  not  to  be  decreed, 

because  the  plaintiff,  having  by  his  bill  stated  an  agreement  in 
writing,  ought  not  to  be  permitted,  either  by  reading  the  answer,  or 
by  other  evidence,  to  prove  a  parol  agreement.  As  to  that  point 
it  was  a  little  ambiguous  upon  the  face  of  the  hSU,  whether  the 
plaintiff  did,  or  did  not,  mean  to  state  that  to  be  a  writtoi  agree- 
ment. It  seemed  he  meant  in  the  first  place  to  represent  a  con- 
tract, without  saying  whether  it  was  in  writing  or  not,  and  thai  that 
someof  the  terms  were  expressed  in  writing  signed  by  the  defendant 
But  taking  it  that  the  plaintiff  meant  to  represent  the  whole  to 
have  been  in  writing,  he  took  it  not  to  have  been  ever  estab- 
lished, that  a  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  all  the  allegations  of  his 
bill  with  so  much  strictness  and  precision,  as  a  plaintiff  at  law  was 
obliged  to  prove  his  declaration.  It  was  sufficient  if  a  plaintiff 
here  proved  the  substance  of  his  bill.  He  could  not  certainly 
have  a  decree  for  the  execution  of  a  different  sort  of  agreement 
Arom  that  laid — an  agreement  of  a  different  import  or  tendency — 
for  then  the  evidence  would  not  support  the  bill.  But  the  differ- 
ence between  a  written  and  a  parol  agreement,  consisted  in  the 
mode  in  which  they  were  evidenced.  That  objection  did  not  at 
all  depend  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  objection,  provided 
it  was  an  objection  at  all,  would  have  been  equally  good  if  no  such 
statute  had  been  made — that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  prove  the  alle- 
gation, not  only  in  substance,  but  all  its  circumstances— that 
evidence  of  a  written  agreement  would  not  support  the  allegation  of 
a  parol  agreement,  or  evidence  of  a  parol  agreement  the  allegation 
of  a  written  agreement.  No  such  rule  was  ever  estabUshed.  At 
law  it  was  even  now  sufficient,  as  it  was  before  the  statute,  to  allege 
an  agreement  generally,  which  threw  it  upon  the  defendant  to  all^ 
that  it  was  not  in  writing.  That  showed  that  if  the  plaintiff 
alleged  a  written  agreement,  the  defendant  would  be  reduced  to 
the  necessity  of  pleading,  and  supporting  the  plea  by  an  answer : 
which  would  not  be  necessary  if  that  objection  would  hold ;  for  the 
defendant  would  run  no  risk,  as  according  to  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  performance  of  the  agreement  in  any  way,  having 
alleged  it  to  be  in  writing. 


Conclusion  11.  That  facts  being  put  in  issue  the  evidence 
whether  documentary  or  parol,  need  not  be  stated,  and  it  will  bind 
the  right  unless  it  be  such  that,  until  pubhshed,  could  not  well  be 
met  or  explained,  and  was  therefore  a  surprise  upon  the  party. 
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Conoluaion  12.  That  admissions^  confessions,  acknowledgments         1846. 
and  declarations,  both  written  and  parol,  and  conrersations  of  the  m*Mahoh» 
parties,  are  so  often  susceptible  of  disproof  or  explanation  that  the  Buaohbll. 
Court  always  considers  eyidence  of  such  admissions,  confessions, 
acknowledgments,  declarations,  and  conversations,  the  fact  of  the 
same  not  being  stated  by  the  bill  or  answer,  as  a  surprise  upon 
the  party  against  whom  such  eyidence  is  sought  to  be  used. 

Ward  y.Periam,  before  Lord  Macclesfield,  stated  by  Lord  Hard-  Case  of  Ward 
wicke  (2  Ves.  Sen.  3 1 6,  see  also  before,  p.  394  in  the  note)  from  the  w^/^j^ 
B^^trar's  Book,  was  a  bill  to  set  aside  an  award  by  Walker  and  Macclesfield, 
Floyd.     Walker  having  said  he  would  make  Ward  pay  certain  Jjf*^?^^^' 
costs.  Lord  Macclesfield  decreed  Walker,  who  had  joined  in  the 
award  after  this  declaration  of  his,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
Lord  Hardwicke,  after  saying  that  this  was  a  very  just  decree, 
adds,  it  did  not  appear  that  Walker's  declaration  was  put  in  issue 
in  the  cause,  but  that  no  weight  was  to  be  laid  on  the  objection 
in  point  of  form  and  regularity.   For  that  if  a  biU  is  to  set  aside  an 
award  or  bond  or  deed  for  fraud,  imposition,  partiality,  or  undue 
practice,  it  is  not  necessary  in  the  bill  to  charge  minutely  every 
particular  circumstance;  for  that  is  a  matter  of  evidence,  every  part 
of  which  is  not  to  be  charged.     Notwithstanding,  when  the  cause 
turns  on  it,  and  no  notice  or  opportunity  is  given  to  the  other  side 
to  answer  it,  the  Court  ought,  if  possible,  to  put  it  in  some  further 
method  of  inquiry. 

If  Lord  Macclesfield's  decree,  that  Walker  should  pay  the  costs 
of  the  suit,  proceeded  on  no  evidence  except  the  declaration  of 
Walker^  which  was  not  put  in  issue,  it  ill  deserves  Lord  Hard- 
wicke's  description  of  a  very  just  decree.  When  a  cause  turns 
upon  a  circumstance,  and  no  notice  or  opportunity  has  been  given 
to  the  other  side  to  answer  it,  the  Court  ought  not  merely,  if  pos- 
sible— but  by  the  first  principles  upon  which  justice  is  adminis- 
tered it  is  bound — to  put  the  matter  in  some  further  method  of 
inquiry.  The  Court  would  perpetrate  the  grossest  injustice  if  it 
made  any  decree  or  order  of  which  that  circumstance  should  be 
the  ground,  except  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  matter  in  some 
further  method  of  inquiry. 

Lord  Hardwicke' s  remarks  upon  Ward  v.  Periam  occur  in  a 
case  different  from  it  in  no  perceptible  respect.  That  case  shall 
be  now  stated.  The  reader  will  find  that  Lord  Hardwicke,  not- 
withstanding he  said  that  Lord  Macclesfield's  was  a  very  just 
decree,  did  not  make  the  arbitrator  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit 
without  putting  the  matter  of  the  declaration  in  a  further  method 
pf  inquiry. 
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consent.  The  Filkins  filed  their  bill  to  have  the  trusts  of  Anne 
Stevenson's  will  executed,  and  the  real  estate  conTcyed.  It 
appeared  by  the  answer  of  the  Filkins,  and  also  by  the  depo- 
sitions of  witnesses  examined  on  their  behalf,  that  Frances  Filkm 
was  educated  in  the  popish  reli^on.  John  Hill  was  the  heir  at 
law  of  Anne  Stevenson,  and  in  case  Frances  Filkin  at  certain  times 
professed  that  religion,  John  Hill  as  such  heir  was  endded  to 
the  estate.  Lord  Macclesfield,  by  his  decree  made  in  both  causes, 
directed  an  issue  to  try  whether  Frances  Filkin  was  at  certain 
times  a  person  professing  the  popish  religion.  From  this  decree 
the  Filkins  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords.  It  was  said 
for  the  Filkins,  that  by  the  pleadings  no  other  title  was  set 
up  by  John  Hill  to  the  real  estate,  except  the  forfeiture  by 
reason  of  Frances  Filkin's  marrying  without  consent.  It  was 
said  for  John  Hill,  that  it  appearing  by  the  answer  of  the 
Filkins,  and  by  the  depositions  of  witnesses  examined  on  their 
behalf,  that  Frances  Filkin  was  educated  in  the  popish  reUgiou, 
and  it  not  appearing  with  sufiicient  certainty  whether  she  pro- 
fessed the  popish  religion  or  not  at  certain  times,  nor  con- 
sequently whether  she  was  a  person  capable  of  taking  under  Anne 
Stevenson's  will,  it  was  necessary  that  that  should  be  ascertained 
before  the  Filkins  could  be  entitled  to  any  decree  in  their  favour. 
The  House  of  Lords  reversed  Lord  Macclesfield's  decree  directing 
the  issue. 

Will  it  be  safe  to  conclude  from  the  circumstance  of  the  House 
of  Lords  having  reversed  the  decree  of  Lord  Macclesfield  directiog 
the  issue,  that  cases  may  not  arise  in  which  it  may  be  a  question, 
whether  an  issue  or  inquiry  should  not  be  directed  upon  evidence 
of  facts,  not  stated  in  the  pleadings,  against  the  party  bringing 
forward  such  evidence  ?  An  examination  of  the  proceedings  in 
HUl  V.  Filkin  will  show  that  the  House  of  Lords  gave  to  John 
Hill  an  opportunity  (although  in  a  singular  mode)  of  putting 


to  the  language  ascribed  to  Lord 
Eldon,  Jacob,  621  [see  the  case 
of  De  Tastet  v.  Bordenave,  in 
which  that  language  is  supposed 
to  have  occurred,  stated  ante, 
page  361,  from  the  author's  MS. 
notes],  and  after  observing  that 
there  seemed  no  greater  incon- 
venience in  permitting  an  appeal 
from  a  decree  directing  an  issue 
after  the  issue  has  been  tried  and 


a  motion  for  a  new  trial  has  been 
refused,  than  from  a  decree  direct- 
,ing  inquiries  before  the  Master 
after  the  Master  has  made  his  re- 
port and  after  exceptions  to  that 
report  have  been  disallowed  — 
overruled  the  objection.  The 
appeal  was  then  heard  and  the 
decree  directing  the  issues  was 
reversed.  ButUn  v.  Mastert, 
L.  C.  July,  1847, 
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in  issue  the  fact  whether  Frances  Filldn  was  a  person  professing         1846* 
the  popish  reUgion.  M'MAHOKt/ 

In  Bennett  v.  Neale,  Wightwick,  324,  the  bill  was  by  a  rector  for  Burchbll. 
tithes.  The  answer  claimed  exemption  from  all  pajrment  except 
a  certain  modus.  The  defendants  failed  in  making  out  a  modus, 
but  some  of  the  plaintiff's  proofs  furnished,  as  the  defendants 
contended,  some  ground  for  sa3ring  that  a  composition  real 
existed  :  and  upon  that  evidence,  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  the  defendants  contended  that  an  issue  ought  to  be 
directed  to  try  the  real  composition.  For  the  defendants  it  was 
said  that  it  might  be  perhaps  argued  that  they  should  not  be 
permitted  to  go  into  another  defence  besides  that  upon  record, 
and  that  upon  their  answer  they  could  not  then  set  up  a 
composition  real.  That  they  had  set  up  a  modus  it  was  true, 
but  the  plaintiff  had  rebutted  that  by  showing  the  payment 
to  be  a  composition  real.  Tliat  under  such  circumstances  the 
Court  could  not  decree  an  account,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore 
must  either  have  his  bill  dismissed  or  consent  to  an  issue. 
For  the  plaintiff  it  was  said  that  it  had  been  argued  for  the 
defendants,  that  it  was  competent  to  them  to  set  up  a  new 
defence  arising  out  of  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff.  That  it 
was  clear  that  upon  those  pleadings  the  defendants  could  not 
set  up  a  composition  real.  The  substance  of  the  defence  ought 
to  have  been  laid  in  the  answer. 

Mr.  Baron  Wood  said  it  was  to  be  considered,  whether,  under 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Court  ought  not 
to  direct  an  issue  as  to  the  real  composition.  The  defence  set 
up  by  the  answer  was  that  of  an  immemorial  payment,  which 
would  not  of  itself  warrant  a  different  issue.  But  it  was  said  that 
the  plaintiffs  own  proofs  had  furnished  the  Court  with  grounds  for 
saying  that  a  composition  real  existed,  and  that  where  that  was  the 
case  the  Court  might  direct  an  issue  to  try  such  a  composition.  The 
defendants  said  that  upon  the  eyidence  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  an  issue  ought  to  be  directed  to  try  the  real  composition, 
though  they  admitted  that,  upon  the  case  set  out  in  their  own 
pleadings,  the  Court  could  not  direct  such  an  issue.  Now  the 
principle  to  be  deduced  from  the  cases  appeared  to  him  to  be, 
that  although  the  defendant  failed  in  his  defence,  yet  if  the 
plaintiff  himself  showed  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  thing  he 
sought  to  recover,  he  should  not  recover.  If  the  case  was  clear, 
then  the  Court  would  dismiss  his  bill  at  once,  but  if  doubtful  the 
Court  would  send  it  to  an  issue.  The  same  principle  prevailed 
in  courts  of  law,  for  although  the  defence  was  bad  in  point  of 
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1846.  the  commission  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  was  executed, 
M'Mahok  9.  *°^  ^^®  defendant  having  but  an  imperfect  memory  of  the  same. 
Bu&cHBLL.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  objected  that  such  certificate  and 
puke  qf  Buck'  order  had  not  been  put  in  issue  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer, 
'^wST*  *  *^^  suggested  that  if,  as  was  alleged,  the  same  was  not  dis- 
covered until  the  answer  was  put  in  and  witnesses  were  examined, 
of  which  allegation,  however,  there  was  no  proof,  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  appUed  to  be  at  liberty  to  put  the  certificate  and 
order  in  issue,  either  by  amending  his  answer  stating  such  certifi- 
cate and  order,  or  by  some  other  mode,  so  as  to  give  the  phiintifis 
notice  thereof :  and  the  plabtiffi'  counsel  said  that  the  pretence 
of  the  quantity  of  alum  in  question  having  been  delivered  to  the 
Duke  so  many  years  ago,  which  was  only  to  be  delivered  at  the  ex* 
piration  of  the  lease,  was  a  very  great  surprise  upon  the  plaintiffs. 
The  Lords  Commissioners  having  inspected  the  certificate 
and  order,  observed  that  it  seemed  to  be  razed  in  several 
places ;  and  said  that  it  was  impossible  that  the  defendant  could, 
as  was  suggested,  have  forgotten  the  delivery  of  this  quantity  of 
alum,  supposmg  that  the  certificate  and  order  had  been  lost ;  and 
yet  nothing  was  insisted  upon  by  the  answer  touching  the  delivery 
of  this  quantity  of  alum,  but  on  the  contrary,  it  was  insisted  that 
it  never  was  intended  to  be  delivered.  No  regard  ought,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  be  had  to  the  order  and  certificate.— The  defend- 
ant was  decreed,  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  to  leave  upon  the 
premises  315  tons  of  alum,  the  quantity  aforesaid.  DukeofBuek* 
inghamshire  v.  Ward,  Lords  Commissioners,  March,  1724. 

The  certificate  and  order,  or  at  least  the  latter,  turned  out  to  be  a 
forgery.  Although  the  Lords  Commissioners  said  that  no  regard 
ought  to  be  paid  to  the  certificate  and  order,  yet  it  appears,  on  re* 
ference  to  the  Registrar's  book,  to  be  included  in  the  exhibits  that 
were  read  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  Reg.  Lib.  A.  1 724,  fol.  191 . 
There  was  an  appeal  from  this  decree  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
It  was  heard  on  the  4th  May,  1 725,  when  the  decree  was  affirmed. 
See3Bro.  P.  C.  581. 

IN    THE   HOUSE  OF   LORDS. 

From  a  COtem-     CATHERINE     SARAH     lady    VISCOUNTESS     DONERAILE,     BY     JOHfl 

porarr  MS.  and 

the  House  of  CUNNINGHAM,    ESQ.,    HER  FATHER  AND    NEXT    FRIEND,    APPEL- 

Lords  Appeal  LANT,  and  ARTHUR   LORD    VISCOUNT   DONERAILE,  RESPONDENT. 

eraHted^to"^  The  appellant  was  the  wife  of  the  respondent,  and  had  filed 
read  eridenoe  ^®'  ^*^^  ^^  ^^^  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  for  the  payment  of 
of  his  wife's 

adulterjr,  upon  allegation  that  her  behavionr,  in  point  of  duty  and 
Tirtue,  wai  tadi  at  not  to  entitle  her  to  anj  relitf  in  a  court  of  equity. 


TEMP.  LORD  COTTENHAM.  686 

the  arrears  of  an  annuity  settled  to  her  separate  use,  and  charged         1846. 
upon  the  respondent's  estates.     The  appellant  by  her  bill  alleged  M'MAHOMt"^ 
that  she  had  behaved  herself  with  the  utmost  duty,  tenderness,  Burchiu.. 
and  affection  to  the  respondent  her  husband.     The  respondent  by  LadpJMmtraUt 
his  answer  alleged  that  the  appellant's  behaviour  in  point  of  duty  ^Jj^^  ^^^^' 
and  virtue  had  been  such  as  not  to  entitle  her  to  any  relief  in  a 
court  of  equity.     The  evidence,  after  showing  that  the  behaviour 
of  the  appellant  was  far  from  being  dutiful  and  affectionate,  as 
insisted  upon  by  her — (that  on  the  contrary  she  was  guilty  of 
the  most  provoking  and  disdainful  behaviour  towards  the  respond- 
ent, frequently  calling  him  the  vilest  and  most  opprobrious  names, 
as  stupid  blockhead,  a  poor  animal,  a  mean-spirited  rascal,  an 
idiot,  eunuch,  and  other  such  hke  scandalous  names,  that  she 
sung  songs  in  derision  of  him,  said  she  would  turn  him  out  of  the 
house,  and  even  laid  violent  hands  on  him  and  threw  him  down, 
using  a  most  shocking  expression,  &c.) — went  on  to  show  that 
the  appellant  was  guilty  of  criminal  conversation  with  Captain 
James  Barry.     The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Lord 
Wyndham,  June  1 733,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  on  the  ground 
of  the  proof  of  adultery  (a). 

From  this  decree  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  was  brought, 
which  was  heard,  February,  1/34. 

I  Hard-     (a)  The  printed  appeal  case  of  income   of   property  settled,  or 

e'ldoc-  Lady  Doneraile,  which  was  sigrned  agreed  to  be  settled,  to  her  sepa- 

trf  Se^y  Sir  Dudley  Ryder  and  Faza-  rate  use.    In  Moore  v.  Moore, 

'm  adul-  kerley,  (a  very  eminent  practi-  1  Atk.  276,  (S.C.  West,  35,)  Lord 

upon    tioner,)  does    not    suggest   that  Hardwicke  said.  If  a  wife  should 

~°'"*  adultery,  if  it  had  been  properly  elope,  be  guilty  of  adultery,  or  a 

I   to      put  in  issue  and  proved,  was  not  criminal  conversation,  or  should 

ncome  a  good  defence  to  the  bill.    The  leave  her  husband  without  any 

^f^^^  reversal  of  the  decree  too,  as  it  cause,  and  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 

Id  to     ^^  he  presently  seen,  proceeded  can  only  punish    her  for    con- 

!ttled,   entirely  on  the  ground  that  the  tumacy,  but  she  was  entirely  out 

ar  tepa-  evidence  of  the  adultery  had  been  of  their  reach  as  to   any  other 

improperly  received.     According  punishment,  he  should  think  a 

to  a  note  in  the  manuscript,  there  husband  right  in  his  apphcation 

was  only  one  law  peer  present,  to  the  Court,  to  prevent  her  trus- 

but  that  law  peer  was  Lord  Chan-  tees  from  proceeding,  at  law,  to 

cellor   Talbot.      The    deed,    se-  recover  her  separate  maintenance. 

curing  the  annuity,  was  executed  In  Watkyns  v.  Watkyns,  2  Atk. 

after  the  marriage  and  voluntarily.  97,   Lord  Hardwicke    said   that 

This  is  consistent  with  several  the  great  objection  was  the  elope- 

dicta  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  printed  ment  and  adultery  of  the  wife, 

and  manuscript,  that  the  effect  of  and  that  the  Court  would  not 

the  wife's  adultery  was  to  defeat  give  any  maintenance  to  a  wife 

ber  chdmy  in  certain  cases,  to  the  who  had  misbehaved  in  that  man- 
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1846.  For  the  appellant  it  was  said  that  evidence  had  heen  gone  into 

M*MAHONr  ^  ^^®  cause  of  a  criminal  conversation  between  the  appellant  and 
BuRCHBLL.  Captain  James  Barry,  although  no  such  fact  was  put  in  issue  by 
LadsfDontraiU  the  respondent's  answer,  or  any  particulars  in  relation  to  the  ap- 
v^I«nf  DofM-    pgiignt»g  behaviour  thereby  pointed  out,  to  which  the  appellant 

could  have  examined  to  clear  her  character  from  the  aspersions 
and  blemishes  endeavoured  to  be  laid  upon  her ;  and  although 
the  appellant's  counsel  insisted  that  no  such  proof  ought  to  have 
been  read  in  the  said  cause,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  yet  the 
Lord  Chancellor  had  thought  fit  to  permit  the  proofs  to  be  read, 
which  the  appellant  was  advised  and  humbly  insisted  was  irre- 
gular and  ought  not  to  have  been  done.  One  of  the  reasons 
appended  to  the  printed  case  of  the  appellant  was  as  follows. — For 
that  the  Lord  Chancellor  ought  not  to  have  permitted  the  said  evi- 
dence to  be  read  upon  the  said  hearing  to  show  the  said  pretended 
criminal  conversation  between  the  appellant  and  the  said  Captain 
Barry ;  in  regard  no  such  matter  was  put  in  issue,  by  which  means 
the  appellant  was  wholly  deprived  of  an  opportunity  of  examining 
witnesses  to  clear  her  character  from  the  said  aspersions  unjustly 
endeavoured  to  be  thrown  upon  her. 

For  the  respondent  it  was  said  that  the  evidence  of  the  adultery 
had  been  properly  received. 

The  Ilouse  of  Lords  thought  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ire- 
land was  wrong  in  receiving  the  evidence  of  the  adultery,  and 
they  refused  to  allow  the  same  to  be  read.  The  order  of  the 
House  of  Lords  was  that  the  decree  of  dismission  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  Ireland  should  be  reversed,  and  an  account  was 
ordered  to  be  taken  of  the  profits  of  the  estates  upon  which  the 
annuity  was  charged  from  the  filing  of  the  bill  by  the  appellant 
in  order  that  the  appellant  might  have  satisfaction  of  the  annuity. — 
Ladi/ Doneraile  v.  Lord  Doneraiie,  House  of  Lords,  February,  1 734. 
In  2  Atkyns,  338  (a).  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  of  this  case  of 

net;  and  it  was  true,  upon  full  in  July,  1781,  mentioned  in  the 

proof  of  such  behaviour,  that  they  note  to  Sidney  v.  Sidney. 
would  not  allow  the  wife  anything         (a)  See  also  another  report  of 

for  a  maintenance.    A  dictum  of  Lord  Hardwicke's  account  of  thia 

Lord  Talbot,  in  Sidney  v.  Sidney,  case  of  Doneraile  v.  Doneraile,  9 

3  P.  Will.  276,  is  generally  cited  Mod.  345.  See  also  ibidem,  pages 

as  conformable  to  what  seems  to  340 — 342,  the  accounts  of  the 

be  the  present  doctrine  of  the  same  case  in  the  arguments  of  Mr. 

Court.  An  occasion  is  likely  soon  Clarke,  [afterwards  Sir  Thomas 

to  arise  of  treating  upon  the  sub-  Clarke,    M.   R.,]    Mr.   Murray, 

ject  more  fully.    The  writer  has  [he  was  soon  after  appointed  So- 

a  bundle  of  old  notes  relating  to  licitor-General,]  and  Mr.  Attor- 

the  case  of  Blount  v.  Winter,  heard  ney-General,  [Sir  Dudley  Ryder.] 
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Ihneraile  v.   Daneraiie,  that  the  bill  was  brought  by  Lady  1846. 

Doneraile  for  separate  maintenance.   The  question  arose  upon  this:  mMahon  « 

Lady  Doneraile  had  charged  by  way  of  merit  that  she  had  behayed  Bu&chbll. 

with  the  utmost  duty  and  respect.    Lord  Doneraile^  in  bar  to  the  •'^  Dontrt 

equity  insisted  on  by  the  bill,  said  in  his  answer,  she  did  not  ^^|^ 

behaye  with  that  duty  and  affection  as  became  a  virtuous  woman, 

much  less  his.  Lord  Doneraile' s,  wife.     In  order  to  support  that 

suggestion,  he  entered  into  particular  facts  of  her  adultery  with  one 

Barry,  and  in  the  Chancery  in  Ireland  the  depositions  were  read ; 

but  upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  they  were  not  admitted. 

He  was  not  present  in  the  House  of  Lords  at  the  hearing  of 

that  case,  and  therefore  did  not  know  the  particular  reasons ;  but 

a  very  strong  one  appeared  upon  the  pleadings  themselves,  as 

there  was  no  express  charge  of  adultery  in  Lord  Doneraile' s  answer. 

The  virtue  of  a  woman  did  not  consist  merely  in  her  chastity  (a)  ; 

for  she  might  be  guilty  of  acts  of  cruelty ;  and  indeed  it  appeared 

in  the  cause  that  she  had  not  only  used  her  husband  with 

inhumanity,  but  beat  him  ;  a  woman,  too,  might  be  addicted  to 

gaming  and  other  extravagancies,   which  was  not  a  virtuous 

behaviour. 


(a)  Tracy  Atkyns  has  certainly 
not  been  surpassed  by  Vesey 
junior.  Liord  Krskine  had  said, 
"There  is  no  doubt  that  the  moon 
has  no  influence  on  lunatics;" 
and  it  is  true  that  the  excellent 
Six  Clerk,  with  his  accustomed 
judgment  and  perspicacity,  forth- 
with drew  the  attention  of  the 
practitioner  and  the  index  maker 
to  the  dictum,  by  the  marginal 
note:  "In  cases  of  lunacy,  the 
notion  that  the  moon  has  an  in- 
fluence erroneous."  But  neither 
has  the  Cursitor  Baron  suffered 
Lord  Hardwicke's  dictum,  that 
"  the  virtue  of  a  woman  does  not 
consist  merely  in  her  chastity," 
to  lie  "  perdu,"  in  the  obscurity 
of  the  text,  from  whence  it  might 
never  have  emerged  (like  the 
apothegms  of  some  modem  judges, 
there  being,  to  the  shame  and 
Mondal  of  the  reporters,  not  even 

N 


a  iSr  to  indicate  their  exist* 
ence).  Atkyns,  in  the  marginal 
placitum,  which  has  now  for 
more  than  sixteen  lustres  edified 
the  lepral  profession — after  inform- 
ing the  equity  pleader  that  sayinpr 
that  a  wife  did  not  behave  with 
that  duty  as  became  a  virtuous 
woman,  will  not  entitle  the  hus- 
band to  enter  into  proof  of  her 
committing  adultery,  unless  there 
is  an  express  charge  of  this  kind, — 
carefully  adds  Iiord  Hardwicke's 
dictum,  that  "  the  virtue  of  a  wo- 
man does  not  consist  merely  in 
her  chastity."  Unfortunately, 
notwithstanding  this  care  of  the 
Cursitor  Baron,  the  dictum  has 
escaped  the  attention  of  the  author 
of  the  Lives  of  the  Chancellors ; 
so  that,  "res  nunquam  non  de- 
flenda,"  we  are  left  in  ignorance 
of  that  noble  and  learned  person's 
opinion  as  to  its  accuracy. 


N 
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1846. 


M'Mahon  V, 

BURCHBLL. 

Moore  y.  Sear" 
borough. 

From  old  MS. 
notes. 

A  casein 
which  Lord 
Hardwicke  held 
that  proof  of 
adultery  could 
not  be  received, 
unless  the  bill 
specially 
charged  the 
adultery. 


Lord  Hardwicke. — ^Where  adultery  is  the  ground  upon  which 
the  Court  is  called  upon  to  restrain  the  wife's  trustees  iroiQ 
proceeding  at  law,  the  adultery  must  he  plainly  put  in  issue  by 
the  hill.  Proof  of  adultery  cannot  he  receired^  unless  the  hill 
specially  charges  the  adultery.  The  case  too  must  he  rery  plain. 
Moore  t.  Scarborough,  April,  1737. 

The  following  dictum  is  to  he  found,  2  £q.  Ahr.  156. — If  a 
lady  has  pin  money  secured  hy  a  term  and  runs  away,  and  lives 
in  adultery,  and  the  trustees  proceed  at  law  to  recover  the  term, 
it  seems  they  will  he  restrained ;  for  pin  money  was  never  de- 
signed to  make  women  independent  of  their  hushands,  and  sup- 
port them  in  vice.  But  if  she  left  him  hy  ill  usage,  or  other 
reasonahle  grounds,  or  the  hushand  acquiesced  in  her  departure, 
equity  won*t  interpose.  Sir  R,  More  and  Earl  of  Scarborough, 
M.S.  Rep. — ^The  editor  of  Equity  Cases  Ahridged  has  added  a 
quaere  in  the  margin,  what  term  and  year  ? 

This  case  of  Sir  B,  More  and  Earl  of  Scarborough  is  the  same 
case  as  Moore  v.  Moore,  1  Atk.  272;  and  West,  35.  The 
identity  is  plain  from  an  unpuhlished  report  of  Moore  v.  Moore, 
in  Coxe's  MSS.  Coxe  says,  "  I  was  councell  in  this  case  for 
the  defendants  my  Lady  Moore  and  my  Lord  Scarhorough  her 
trustee  (a)," 

In  a  subsequent  case  of  Watkins  v.  Watkine,  2  Atk.  96,  the  charge 
in  the  defendant,  the  husband*  s  answer  heing,  that  the  plaintiff,  his 
wife,  behaved  in  a  very  indecent  manner  with  one  Cox,  Lord  Hard- 


(a)  Coze  appends  to  this  report 
of  Moore  v.  Moore  the  following 
memorandum: —  Memorandum, 
the  hearing  this  cause  of  Moore 
v.  Moore  was  for  a  short  time 
suspended,  viz.,  whilst  my  Lord 
Hardwicke,  Lord  Chancellor,  went 
into  the  King's  Bench  to  take 
the  oaths,  where,  viz.  Friday  the 
29th  day  of  April,  1737>  he  sat  as 
Chief  Justice,  and  heard  several 
motions.  He  was  not  in  his  judge's 
robes  nor  had  his  coif  on. 

The  date  assigned  by  Atkyns 
to  the  hearing  of  Moore  v.  Moore 
is  17th  February,  1737.  This  is 
an  error — Lord  Hardwicke  had 
then  been  Chancellor  nearly  12 
months.    It  will  he  remembered 


the  old  style  was  then  in  use,  and 
the  year  began  25th  March.  The 
date  assigned  by  Mr.  West  to 
the  hearing  of  Moore  v.  Moort 
is  28th  April,  1737.  This  date 
is,  it  is  presumed,  taken  from 
Lord  Hardwicke's  note  books. 

Lord  Campbell  says  (Lives  of 
the  Chancellors,  vol.  5,  page  39) 
that  Lord  Hardwicke  continued 
Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench 
till  the  commencement  of  Easter 
Term  [1737],  and  on  the  first  day 
of  that  term,  after  a  grand  pro- 
cession to  Westminster  Hall, 
attended  by  Sir  Robert  Walpole 
and  many  of  the  nobility,  having 
been  sworn  in  and  transacted 
business  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
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wicke  said  he  thought  it  sufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  read 
evidence  against  the  plaintiff  of  criminal  conversation  ;  for  it  was 


1846. 


eery,  he  went  into  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  and  there  deli- 
vered a  judgment  in  a  case  which 
had  been  previously  argued — so 
that  he  had  the  glory  of  presiding 
on  the  same  day  in  the  highest 
civil  and  the  highest  criminal 
court  in  the  kingdom. 

The  memorandum  on  the  Close 
Roll  states,  that  Lord  Uardwicke 
sat  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Hall  during 
the  seals  after  Hilary  Term,  but 
he  was  not  sworn  in  Westminster 
Hall  till  the  27th  day  of  AprU, 
1737,  being  the  first  day  of  the 
then  next  Easter  Term,  when  his 
Lordship  took  the  oaths  of  alle- 
giance and  supremacy,  and  the 
oath  of  office,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  holding  the  book,  and  the 
deputy  Qerk  of  the  Crown  giving 
the  oaths,  after  which  the  Attor- 
ney-General moved  that  the  oath 
might  be  recorded ;  but  his 
Lordship  did  not  take  the  oath  of 
abjuration  till  another  day  in  the 
King's  Bench. 

Lord  Hardwicke  having  taken 
the  oaths  of  allegiance  and  supre- 
macy, and  the  oath  of  office  on  the 
27th  of  April,  Coxe's  statement, 
that  the  hearingofJIf oore  v. Moore, 
which  was  on  the  29th  of  April, 
was  suspended  whilst  Lord  Hard- 
wicke went  into  the  King's  Bench 
to  take  the  oath,  must  refer  to  the 
oath  of  abjuration. 


A  few  pages  before  the  memo- 
randum just  extracted  from  Coxe's 
MSS.  is  the  ensuing  memo- 
randum on  the  occasion  of  the 
sudden   death  of  Lord  Talbot. 

N  N 


It  shews  that  the  biographer  may 
sometimes  glean  information  from 
so  unpromising  a  field  as  a  prac- 
tising barrister's  note  book  of 
cases. 

Memorandum,    early    in    the 
morning,  viz.  Monday  the  14th 
day  of  February  1736,  died  after 
a  short  illness,  at  his  bouse  in  Lin- 
coln's Inn  Fields,  aged  54  years, 
the    Right   Honourable  Charles 
Lord  Talbot  Baron  of  Honsell 
[Hensol],  Lord  High  Chancellor 
of  Great  Britain.     He  was  made 
Solicitor-General  to  his  Majesty 
in  April,  1726,  and  the  29th  of 
November,  1733,  upon  the  resig- 
nation of  Lord  Chancellor  King, 
was  made  Lord  High  Chancellor 
of  Great  Britain,  and  in  December 
following  was  created  a  Baron  of 
the  kingdom,  by  the  style  and 
title  of  Lord  Talbot,  Baron  of 
HonseU  [Hensol],  in  the  county 
of  Glamorgan.    There  never  died 
a  man  the  profession  more  lament- 
ed, or  one  whose  death  was  looked 
upon  as  a  greater   loss  to  the 
public.    He  was  a  wise  man,  of 
an    excellent    temper,    of   great 
sagacity  in  business,  and  main- 
tained a  general  reputation  and 
credit  in  the  whole  nation,  not 
only  in  the  exercise  of  his  high 
office,  but  for  zeal  to  preserve  the 
liberties  of  the  people  as  established 
by  law.     In  short,  it  may  be  said 
of  him  that  he  discharged  his 
office  with  great  abiUty  and  sin- 
gular representation  of  integrity, 
an    office    so  slippery  that    Sir 
Harry  Spelman   observes    there 
never  was  but  one  man  that  died 
in  it.    His  great  ability,  together 
2 
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not  necessary  to  make  the  charge  m  gross  terms.  It  was  snflicient; 
as  it  was  charged  there,  for  the  Court  to  know  what  was  aimed 
at  by  the  answer. 


Our. 

Old  MS.  notes. 

Where  the 
^iieetMMiis 
whether  an  in- 
•trament  was 
|[iven  pro  turpi 
caotittheproofii 
need  not  be  so 
direct  is  in  an 
action  at  law  by 
a  husband  to 
recover 
damages  for 
criminal  con- 
yersation  with 
his  wife,  or  in 
a  suit  by  liim  in 
the  Ecclesiastir 
cal  Court  to 
obtain  a  divorce 
from  her  for 
adultery. 


LordHardwicke. — In  causes  of  this  kind,  it  is  very  true  that  sus- 
picion only  will  not  do.  Tlie  Court  may  believe  the  turpitude,  but  it 
cannot  place  its  judgment  upon  mere  belief.  The  evidence  must  be 
such  as  to  afford  a  presumption  upon  which  I  can  act.  The  testimony 
here  is  enough  for  that.  It  must  be  remembered  in  cases  like 
this  we  must  be  content  with  the  evidence  the  thing  will  bear, 
and  where  the  question  is,  whether  an  instrument  was  given  pro 
turpi  caus^,  the  proofs  need  not  be  so  direct  as  in  an  action  at  law 


with  his  courtesy  and  affability, 
his  gre^t  generosity  and  other 
private  virtues  made  his  death 
perhaps  more  generally  lamented 
than  that  of  any  other  single 
person  for  many  ages  past.  In  a 
word,  he  died  exceedingly  lamented 
by  men  of  all  ranks. 


In  the  succeeding  passage  of 
the  Note  Book,  Coxe  thus  com- 
memorates the  appointment  of 
I^rd  Hardwicke  to  the  office  of 
Chancellor: — Hil.  10  Geo.  II. 
Memorandum,  on  Monday  the 
21  at  of  February,  1736,  Philip, 
I^rd  Hardwicke,  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  King's  Bench,  was 
appointed  by  His  Majesty  Lord 
High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain. 
The  next  day  and  Wednesday,  he 
received  the  compliments  of  the 
barristers  and  others  at  his  house 
in  fjincoln's  Inn  Fields  upon  his 
promotion,  and  on  Thursday  sat 
for  the  first  time  in  Lincoln's  Inn 
Hall  to  hold  the  first  General  Seal 
after  Term.  The  pfreat  loss  of 
him  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
sufficiently  appears  by  these  notes. 

Coxe  has  for  some  reasons  em- 
ployed a  considerable  quantity  of 


ink  in  endeavouring  to  obliterate 
this  last  passage,  but  it  is  still 
sufficiently  legible  to  antiquarian 
eyes. 

It  is  this  case  of  Moore  v. 
Moore  which  contains  the  famous 
*'  Nota  Bene,"  from  which  equity 
students  conclude  that  Atkyns 
was  brought  up  at  Westminster 
school :  ''  Nota  Bene,  Mr.  Attor- 
ney-General [Sir  Dudley  Ryder] 
after  the  decree  was  pronounced 
said,  this  was  so  uncommon  a 
case  that  probably  it  would  nev^ 
happen  again.  Lord  Chancellor 
replied.  If  you  think  so  you  must 
have  a  very  good  opinion  of  the 
ladies,  for — 
In  amore  hsec  omnia  insunt  vitia : 

injurise, 
Suspiciones,  inimicitis,  induciae, 
Bellum,  pax  rursnm." 

It  has  excited  surprise  that 
Lord  Hardwicke,  whose  education 
was  a  very  defective  one,  should 
have  had  the  reputation  of  being 
a  great  classical  scholar.  May 
not  that  surprise  well  cease,  when 
we  find  a  Lord  Chancellor  quo- 
ting the  "Eunuchus"  from  the 
bench,  in  reply  to  an  apparently 
unexpected  observation  ? 
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by  a  hosband  to  recover  for  criminal  conversation  with  his  wife,         1846. 
or  in  a  suit  by  him  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  obtain  a  divorce  m*Mahon  v 
from  her  for  adultery.     Robinson  v.  Cox,  L.  C.  July,  1 74 1 .  Bu&crbll. 

See  also  Robinson  v.  Cox,  9  Mod.  263.  Robtmonv.Cox* 


Lord  Hardwickc. — A  party  may  give  proofs  of  particular  acts  BrtmeU  v. 

under  a  general  allegation  of  weakness  of  mind. — Brunell  v.  Wade,  ^^^' 

Lr%   T  t^ACk  Old  MS.  notes. 

.C.June,  1742.  A  party  may 

_________  give  proofs  of 

particular  acts 
under  a  general 
allegation  of 
weakness  of 
mind. 


CLARK  V.   PBRIAM. 
PERI  AM  V.   CLARK  (a). 

This  bill  was  brought  against  defendant,  as  she  was  administratrix 
of  Zachariah  Periam,  her  late  husband,  to  have  satisfaction  for  an 
annuity,  secured  to  the  plaintiff  by  bond,  out  of  Mr.  Periam' s  assets. 
The  defendant  by  her  answer  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  was  kept 
by  Mr.  Periam  as  his  mistress,  and  that  she  was  a  woman  of  bad 
character ;  and  therefore  the  cross  bill  was  brought  in  order  to  have 


(a)  This  case  is  also  reported 
2  Atk.  333  and  337*  and  9  Modem, 
340,  where  it  is  stated  to  have 
been  transcribed  from  the  MSS. 
of  Mr.  Salt.  It  is  inserted  here 
chiefly  from  the  circumstance  of 
its  author  having  become  Lord 
Chancellor. 

Two  works  have  been  ascribed 
to  Lord  Bathurst,  the  one  entitled 
the  "Theory  of  Evidence,"  and 
the  other  sometimes  entitled, 
*'  The  Institute  of  the  Law  of 
Trials  at  Nisi  Prius,"  and  some- 
times entitled,  "An  Introduction 
to  the  Law  relative  to  Trials  at 
Nisi  Prius." 

Lord  Bathurst  is  not  named  by 
Horace  Walpole,  in  his  Catalogue 
of  Royal  and  Noble  Authors. 
(Lord  Orford's  Works,  vol.  i. 
1798,  and  Park's  Walpole's  Royal 
and  Noble  Authors,  5  vols.  8vo. 
1806.)  Brooke,  in  the  Bibhotheca, 
Legum  Anglian,  1788,  part  ii.  p. 


243,  after  noticing  that  the  Theory 
of  Evidence  exhibited  a  very 
scientific  distribution,  and  com- 
prehensive system  of  that  import- 
ant branch  of  the  practice  of  the 
law,  adds, — "This  work,  it  is 
generally  understood,  was  after- 
wards engrafted  by  the  learned 
author  into  another,  upon  a  col- 
lateral branch  of  the  practice,  and 
entitled.  An  Institute  of  the  Law 
of  Trials  at  Nisi  Prius;  which 
has  been  since  considerably  ex- 
tended and  enlarged  by  the  addi- 
tions of  numerous  authorities  on 
the  same  subject,  by  one  of  the 
present  learned  judges  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  under 
the  more  general  title  of  An  In- 
troduction to  the  Law  relative  to 
Trials  at  Nisi  Prius. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  in  the  Preface  to 
his  Nisi  Prius  (eighth  edit),  does 
not  mention  the  Theory  of  Evi- 
dence ;  but — after  noticing  that  it 


From  a  MS.  re- 
port, by  Lord 
Chancellor 
Bathurst,  in  the 
writer's  posses- 
sion. 

Case  in  which 
it  seemed  t« 
Lord  Hard- 
wicke  sufficient 
to  put  in  issue 
the  general 
charge  of  lewd- 
ness, in  order 
to  admit  pro«f 
of  particidar 
acts. 
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the  bond  delivered  up;  and  for  that  purpose  the  cross  bill  charged 
that  before  her  acquaintance  with  Mr.  Periam  the  plaintiff  was  a 


Clark. 


could  not  fail  to  excite  surprise 
that  a  well  digested  treatise  on 
the  law  of  actions  remained  for  so 
great  alength  of  time  a  desideratum 
in  the  profession,  he  adds  that  "it 
was  not  until  the  year  1767  that 
an  anonymous  compilation,  (the 
first  deserving  any  notice,)  en- 
titled An  Introduction  to  the  Law 
relative  to  Trials  at  Nisi  Prius, 
was  pubhshed.  The  same  work 
was  republished  by  the  late  Mr. 
J.  Duller,  in  the  year  1772.  Al- 
though the  title  page  is  silent  as 
to  this  being  a  second  edition,  yet, 
from  an  examination  of  the  con- 
tents, it  appears  very  clearly  that 
Mr.  J.  Buller's  book  is  merely  a 
republication  of  the  anonymous 
treatise,  published  in  1767.  It  is 
very  remarkable,  that  at  this  day 
so  many  different  opinions  should 
exist  as  to  the  real  author  of  this 
compilation;  some  persons  ascrib- 
ing it  to  Mr.  Ford,  others  to  the 
late  Mr.  J.  Clive,  and  others  to 
Mr.  Bathurst.  Unquestionably 
it  was  the  received  opinion  at  the 
bar,  upon  the  first  appearance  of 
this  work,  that  it  had  been  com- 
piled by  Mr.  Bathurst,  created 
Lord  Apsley  in  1771,  [he  be- 
came Earl  Bathurst,  on  the  death 
of  his  father,  in  September,  1775,] 
for  his  own  private  use ;  but  the 
dedication,  by  Mr.  Buller  to  Lord 
Apsley,  prefixed  to  the  edition  in 
1772,  which  must  have  escaped 
the  notice  of  those  persons  who 
have  so  confidently  ascribed  this 
work  to  a  different  author,  places 
the  question  beyond  the  reach  of 
controversy.  That  dedication  ex- 
pressly recognizes  this  treatise  as 


owing  its  origin  to  a  collection  of 
notes  formerly  made  by  Lord 
Apsley  for  his  own  private  use." 
The  writer  has  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  inspecting  any  edition  of 
Buller's  Nisi  Prius  of  an  earlier 
date  than  1775.  Neither  that 
edition,  nor  any  subsequent  edi- 
tion which  the  writer  has  seen, 
contains  the  dedication  to  Lord 
Apsley,  mentioned  by  Mr.  Selwyn 
to  be  prefixed  to  the  edition  of 
1772.  The  edition  of  1775  is  in 
quarto,  and  purports  to  be  the 
second  edition,  with  large  addi- 
tions. Another  edition  of  the  same 
work  appeared  in  1789  in  octavo, 
thus  entitled, — An  Institute  of 
the  Law  relative  to  Trials  at  Nisi 
Prius,  originally  published  in  the 
year  1760;  a  new  edition,  with 
alterations  and  additions,  by 
Arthur  Onslow,  Esq.,  Barrister- 
at- Law.  There  is  prefixed  to  Mr. 
Onslow's  edition  the  following 
advertisement : — "This  work  wis 
first  published  in  the  year  1760, 
without  the  author's  name;  and 
afterwards  re-published  by  Mr. 
Justice  Buller,  with  addition!, 
under  the  title  of  An  Introduc- 
tion to  the  Law  relative  to  Trials 
at  Nisi  Prius.  The  number  of 
modem  cases  not  inserted  in  any 
edition  of  this  work,  was  the 
editor's  motive  for  this  under- 
taking."—The  Theory  of  Evidence 
is  stated  in  Clarke's  Bibliotheca 
Legum  to  have  been  printed  in 
octavo,  in  1761.  This  was  seven 
years  after  Lord  Bathurst  had 
been  appointed  a  judge  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.  Hie 
earliest  edition  of  Buller's  Niti 
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lewd  woman  of  an  infamous  character ;  which  being  denied  by  1846. 

the  answer,  in  order  to  support  the  charge  in  the  bill,  one  m*Mahon  v 
Rogers  was  examined;  who  deposed  nothing  as  to  her  general  Burchbll. 
character ;  but  that  she  was  a  loose  woman  as  he  believed ;  for  CUark  v. 
that  he  had  seen  her  at  one  Mr.  Abington's  lodgings,  where  ^""^^ 
he  had  seen  very  indecent  familiarity  between  them ;  and  that  dark, 
Mr.  Abington  told  him  he  had  lain  with  her,  and  that  she  was 
an  excellent  bed-fellow ;  and  that  he  beUeved  Mr.  Abington  kept 
her  as  his  mistress.     To  the  reading  this  evidence  it  was  objected 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  bill,  that  the 
general  character  being  put  in  issue,  that  alone  could  be  examined 
to;   and  that  under  such  a  general  charge  particular  acts  of 
lewdness  and  incontinency  ought  not  to  be  shown;  because  by 
80  putting  the  matter  in  bsue  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  an 
opportunity  of  giving  an  answer  to  them ;  and  it  would  be  very 
inconvenient  to  allow  such  general  charges  to  be  supported  by 
evidence  of  particular  acts.     The  Lord  Chancellor. — In  order  to 
determine  this  question,  the  nature  of  this  suit  is  to  be  considered. 
The  equity  for  relief  against  this  bond  is,  that  it  was  given  in 
turpi  causd  in  regard  the  plaintiff  was  a  woman  of  the  town  ;  and 
to  support  the  objection  the  cases  of  witnesses  and  of  defendants 
in  criminal  prosecutions  have  been  reUed  on.     But  I  am   of 
opinion  that  this  case  differs  from  those  and  all  the  others 
mentioned  of  examinations  into  general  character,  where  evidence 


Prius,   mentioned   in  the  same 
work,  is  1767. 

Bridgman,  in  hisLegal  Bibliogra- 
phy, p.  230 — ^after  mentioning  the 
Theory  of  Evidence,  published  in 
octavo,  and  the  Institute  of  the  Law 
of  Trials  at  Nisi  Prius,  printed  in 
seven  parts,  octavo, — says  that  the 
former,  exhibiting  a  scientific  dis- 
tribution, and  comprehensive  sys- 
tem of  the  Law  of  Evidence,  is 
generally  understood  to  have  been 
afterwards  engrafted  on  the  latter ; 
and  being  considerably  extended 
and  enlarged  by  the  addition  of 
numerous  authorities  on  the  same 
subject,  it  was  published  by  the 
late  learned  judge.  Sir  Francis 
Buller,  Bart.,  under  the  more 
general  title  of  An  Introduction 


to  the  Law  relative  to  Trials  at 
Nisi  Prius.  This  Introduction, 
continues  Bridf^man,  was  followed 
by  the  Institutes  (of  Arthur  Ons- 
low, Esq.)  of  the  Law  relative  to 
Trials  at  Nisi  Prius,  originally 
published  in  1760,  and  again  in 

1789. 

Lord  Campbell  says  (lives  of 
the  Chancellors,  vol.  v.  page  443) 
that  Lord  Bathurst  had  indus- 
triously made  a  sort  of  Digest  of 
the  Rules  of  Evidence,  and  the 
points  generally  arising  at  the 
trial  of  actions ;  and  that  this  was 
afterwards  enlarged  by  Mr.  Justice 
BuUer,  and  published  under  the 
name  of  Buller's  Nisi  Prius. 
Lord  Campbell  quotes  no  autho- 
rity. 
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of  particular  facts  has  been  refused.  I  will  b^a  with  taking 
notice  of  the  authorities  mentioned.  The  first  is  WhaUy  t. 
Norton^  1  Vem.  483.  In  that  case  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
said  that  if  it  had  been  charged  in  the  bill  that  the  defendant 
was  a  common  strumpet,  and  that  she  commonly  practised  after 
that  sort,  and  used  to  draw  in  young  gentlemen,  he  thought 
it  reasonable  to  relieve — and  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  in  that 
cause  had  proved  as  much.  But  the  defendant's  counsel  opposed 
the  reading  to  that  matter,  by  reason  it  was  not  charged  in  the 
bill,  nor  in  issue  in  the  cause ;  and  they  prayed  liberty  to  amend 
their  bill  and  charge  the  special  matter,  pajing  the  costs  of  the 
day  (a).  I  don't  mention  this  as  an  authority,  but  as  it  shows 
the  apprehension  of  the  Court  and  the  bar  in  that  case ;  for 
it  only  mentions  charging  her  being  a  common  strumpet,  and 
not  the  particular  facts  as  necessary  to  introduce  the  evidence. 
The  next  were  two  cases  which  came  before  me,  Atkins  v.  Farr  (6), 


(a)  Vernon  adds,  "  and  of  the 
depositions  taken  in  the  cause.*' 
WkaUy  V.  Norton  was  heard  in 
1687»  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
Sir  John  Trevor.  If  the  order 
was  made,  then  the  order  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  in  FUkin  v. 
Hill,  ante,  page  434,  will  not,  at 
least  as  to  one  part  of  it,  alto- 
gether want  a  precedent. 

(6)  Atkins  V.  Farr  is  reported 

1  Atkyns,  287.    The  following 

report  of  the  case  is  taken  from 

the  Joddrell  MSS.  mentioned  in 

Lord  Campbell's  Lives    of   the 

Chancellors,  vol.  v.  p.  50.    Lord 

CampbeU  says,  that  Joddrell  often 

does  more  justice  to  Lord  Hard- 

wicke   than    Atkyns,    or  Vesey 

senior. 

Plaintiff  brought  bill — Case  was 

il/itiw  V.  Fbrr.  that  defendant  in   1732  entered 

1  Atk.  287,  as    into  a  bond  to  plaintiff,  condi- 

reported  in  the    tioned  to  pay  plaintiff  500/.  if  he 

JoddreU  MSS.    ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  plaintiff  in  twelve 

months,  reciting  in  the  condition 
that  plaintiff  and  defendant  had 
agreed  to  marry.  Bill  suggested 
that  defendant,  coming  to  visit 


plaintiff  about  twelve  months 
after  giving  the  bond,  took  the 
bond  from  her.  Defendant  by  an- 
sweradmitted  the  givingthebond; 
but  said  that  coming  to  visit  plain- 
tiff  about  twelve  months  after,  and 
some  difference  arising  between 
them,  she  (plaintiff)  voluntarily 
gave  him  up  the  bond.  Plaintiff 
dying,  her  mother  as  administra- 
trix revived  the  suit.  For  defend- 
ant it  was  objected,  1st.  That  this 
bond  was  given  upon  an  iUegal 
consideration,  ex  turpi  causi; 
and  2ndly,  that  plaintiff  doth  not 
prove  or  suggest  that  she  was 
ready  or  offered  to  marry  defend- 
ant. Mr.  Noel,  for  defendant, 
cited  [Key  v.  Bradskawe]  2  Vem. 
102.  Mr.  Brown,  for  plaintiff: 
Defendant  does  not  insist  on 
plaintiff's  not  offering  to  marry, 
nor  upon  his  own  being  ready  to 
marry,  or  that  plaintiff  was  in  any 
de&ult  in  that  respect,  but  puts  it 
upon  the  infamy  of  her  character ; 
but  nothing  of  this  proved ;  and 
if  plaintiff  had  sued  at  law  she 
would  not  have  been  obliged  to 
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and  Robinson  v.  Cox.     The  case  of  Atkins  v.  Farr  was  in  1738.  184fi. 


plead  a  tender  of  marriage.     He, 
that  enters  into  a  bond  to  pay 
money,i8  totenderthemoney;  and 
we  are   deprived    of   our    legal 
remedy  by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant.— Lord  Chancellor.    Here  are 
two  questions.  1  st  whether  pla'm- 
tiff  has  any  original  equity  to  come 
into  this  Court  for  relief;   and 
2ndly,  whether  upon  the  circum- 
stances here,  plaintiff   has  lost 
that  equity.  As  to  the  first.   Here 
the  plaintiff  on  all  the  circum- 
stances as  to  this  bond  is  proper  in 
coming  here ;  and  the  loss  of  the 
bond  is  a  foundation  of  equity; 
because  at  law  plaintiff  cannot  pro- 
ceed without  a  profert  in  curia. 
And  here  is  an  affidavit  annexed  to 
the  bill  as  to  the  loss  of  the  bond 
as  usual.     Next^ — whether    suffi- 
cient proof  of  the  contents  of  this 
bond.    Objection.    The  proof  of 
the  defendant  getting  the  bond 
by  force   by  one  witness  only, 
and  defendant  swears  it  was  deli- 
vered fairly.    But  the  ground  of 
objection  as  to  one  witness  of 
oath  against  oath  of  defendant,  is 
not  the  present  case.    Plaintiff 
entitled  here  to  make  oath  her- 
self of  the  bond  being  in  de- 
fendant's   hands;    so    here   are 
two  oaths.    Besides,  the  defend- 
ant does  admit  the  having  the 
bond;   and  this  amounts  to   a 
confession   and    an   attempt   at 
avoidance;  and  though  but  one 
witness  to  prove  defendant's  con- 
fession of  taking  the  bond  by 
force,  yet  that  is  corroborated  by 
another  witness  that  defendant 
proposed  to  give  a  new  bond. 
But  objections  as  to  the  collateral 
circumstances  to   bar  plaintiff's 


M'Mahon  V, 
equity.    And  objection  that  this  a  Burchkll. 

legal  demand  and  here  not  proper  dark  v. 

averment.    And  L.  C.  agrees  that  '*«^"«. 

is  80 ;  but  held  there  are  sufficient  P^^^^  ▼• 

avennents:  and  if  plamtiff  had  ^^^' 

declared  at  law  it  would  have 

been    only    on    the   bond,   and 

the    payment    or    excuse    must 

come  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ; 

and  defendant  must  have  pleaded 

performance  or  excuse ;  the  excuse 

must  have  been  that  he  offered  to 

marry  plaintiff  and  she  refused. 

It  is  not  said  in  the  condition 

that  he  was  to  marry  her    on 

request,  but  he  is  to  do  the  first 

act — and  the  nature  of  these  con- 
tracts are  that  the  man  should 

make  the  first  offer,  unless  ex- 
pressly agreed  otherwise.    Objec- 

tion.  Here  no  compulsion  on 
plaintiff  to  marry  defendant  if  he 

had  requested.  But  the  condi- 
tion recites  an  agreement  by  both 
to  marry,  and  this  under  his  hand. 

Objection.  This  bill  for  a  penalty. 
But  the  condition  states  the 
damage  and  what  is  to  be  paid. 
Objection  as  to  the  character  and 
behaviour  of  the  woman.  If  that 
bad  been  proved  that  she  after 
turns  whore :  there  it  would  have 
been  foundation  for  relief  here  or 
at  law;  if  on  a  simple  contract 
that  may  be  given  in  evidence, 
for  she  is  in  fact  become  another 
woman;  and  L.  C.  has  known 
but  one  penny  given  in  such 
case ;  and  the  same  reason  will 
hold  here  where  the  promise  is 
by  specialty  to  give  relief.  Here 
no  evidence  of  such  a  character 
of  plaintiff  or  any  imposition  on 
defendant;  and  if  plaintiff  was 
induced  to  any  bad  compliance. 
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yet  that  no  head  of  relief  against 
the  bond,  unless  she  was  proved 
to  be  before  profligate ;  and  many 
casesonthishead:  andnopretence, 
or,  at  least,  no  proof  of  that  here. 
The  case  in  Vernon  was  upon 
its  being  an  unreasonable  agree- 
ment and  presumed  imposition — 
Wherefore  decree  for  plaintiff  that 
defendant  pay  the  500/.  and  inter- 
est from  bill  filed  and  costs. 

When  the  writer  first  read  (now 
Bome  years  ago)  Joddrell's  Re- 
port of  this  case  of  Atkins  v. 
Fair,  it  immediately  brought  to 
his  mind  Mr.  West's  description 
of  Lord  Hardwicke's  Note  Books. 
Mr.  West  says,  that  Lord  Hard- 
wicke's note  books  generally  con- 
tain the  statement  of  the  case,  the 
evidence,  and  the  arguments  of 
counsel,  and  frequently  during 
the  arguments  of  counsel  the 
answers  to  their  arguments,  which 
are  enclosed  within  brackets. 
Joddrell's  Report  of  Atkins  v. 
Farr,  when  attentively  considered 
contains  just  what  one  might 
expect  to  find  in  Lord  Hard- 
wicke's Note  Book — the  case— 
the  evidence — the  arguments  of 
counsel — and  the  answers  to 
those  arguments — all  set  down 
with  brevity,  but  not  with  a  bre- 
vity which  to  a  lawyer  is  obscure. 
Atkins  V.  Farr,  does  not  fall 
within  the  period  embraced  by 
Mr.  West's  volume.  The  original 
bill  and  answer  in  Atkins  v.  Farr^ 
are  printed  in  Pleadings  in  Equity 
illustrative  of  Lord  Redesdale's 
Treatise  by  Mr.  Walpole  WUlis, 
pages  13  and  594. 


Lord  Campbell  says  (Lives,  voL 
V.  p.  50,  in  the  note)  thai  none 
of  Lord  Hardwicke's  judgmmti 
were  printed  until  after  he  had 
resigned  the  Great  SeaL  Tins  is 
not  strictly  correct.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  resigned  the  Great  Seal  in 
1756;  Serjeant  Bamardistoo's 
Reports  of  Cases  Determined  m 
the  High  Court  of  Chancery  from 
April  25th  1740,  to  May  9th  1741, 
folio,  were  published  in  1742.  Il 
is  singular  that  in  the  same  note 
Lord  Campbell,  after  stating  the 
dates  of  the  pubUcaticm  of  the 
first  and  second  volumes  of 
Atkyns,  and  of  the  first  edition  of 
Vesey,  Sen.  and  that  at  that  time 
MS.  notes  were  much  quoted, 
expressly  enumerates  Bamar- 
diston,  and  also  Strange,  amongst 
the  reporters  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke's decisions  published  sub- 
sequently. 

Strange  became  Solicitor- 
General  in  1736,  10  Geo.  IL 
His  reports  came  down  to  1747, 
21  Geo.  II.  He  w|(S  made 
Master  of  the  Rolls  1749,  23 
Geo.  IL  He  died  in  1753,  and 
his  reports  were  published  by 
his  son  in  1755,  in  2  vols,  folio, 
who  dedicates  them  to  the  Earl 
of  Hardwicke,  Lord  High  Chan- 
cellor. These  reports,  therefore, 
were  printed  before  Lord  Hard- 
wicke had  resigned  the  Great 
SeaL  The  cases  during  the 
period  of  Lord  Hardwicke's 
Chancellorship  commence  VoL 
II.  at  page  1071,  and  continue  to 
page  1272,  being  the  end  of  the 
Reports.  There  is  not  a  single 
Chancery    case    amongst   thenu 

The  Chancer)'  cases  in  Strange, 
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bttse  aad  infamons  beliaviour.     Robinson  v.  Cox  (a)  was  last  year.  1846. 

There  it  was  only  charged  that  she  the  defendant  was  a  woman  of  |^,«    ' 

bad  fame^  and  drew  in  R.  Robinson  to  give  the  note :  yet  in  that  Bukchbll. 

case  I  find  by  looking  into  the  notes,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  Clark  t. 

most  particular  facts  of  her  behaviour.  This  objection  was  not  then  ^•''***"' 

indeed  made,  but  that  shows  it  was  looked  upon  as  the  common  ^^^.j^,     * 
manner  of  charging  it.     Sidney  v.  Sidney  was  the  next,  which 
was  argued  in  1729,  but  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  did  not  give  his 
opinion  in  it  till  the  year  1732  (b).     There  the  bill  was  brought 


are  few  in  number,  and  are  scat- 
tered through  Vol.  I.,  and  the 
early  part  of  Vol.  II.  They  are 
all  of  a  date  prior  to  Lord  Uard- 
wicke's  Chancellorship.  Strange 
gives  many  decisions  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  when  Lord 
Hardwicke  was  Chief  Justice, 
but  Lord  Campbell  is  speaking 
of  Chancery  decisions. 

Lord  Campbell  also  states  that 
the  first  volume  of  Atkyns  came 
out  in  1757.  The  first  volume 
of  Atkyns  did  not  appear  tiU 
1765.  It  is  but  just  to  the 
memory,  both  of  the  Chancellor 
and  of  the  reporter,  to  recollect 
that  it  was  not  until  after  the 
death  of  Lord  Hardwicke  that 
Atkyns  applied  to  him  the  fol- 
lowing singularly  apt  quotation: — 
Illius  vitamultis  erit  praeclarisque 
monumentis  ad  omnemmemoriam 
commendata.  Nee  vero  silebitur 
admirabilis  qusedam,  et  incredi- 
bilis,  ac  peene  divina  ejus  in  legi- 
bus  interpretandis,  eequitateexpli- 
canda,  scientia.  Neque  enim  iUe 
magis  juris  consultus,  quam,  jus- 
titiee  fuit. 


The  Chancery  cases  during  the 
time  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  which 
now  form  part  of  the  ninth  volume 
of  the  collection  known  by  the 


name  of  Modem  Reports,  were 
not  printed  until  1795.  Mr» 
Leach  the  editor  gives  the  fol- 
lowing account  of  these  cases.  He 
says :  **  In  the  ninth  volume  will  be 
found  an  additional  collection  of 
cases  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
during  the  time  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke, from  Michaelmas  Term  in 
the  10th  year  of  George  the 
Second,  to  Trinity  Term  in  the 
28  th  of  George  the  Second. 
These  cases  fill  two  hundred  and 
eighty  three  pages,  are  ninety  in 
number,  and  fifty-two  now  for 
the  first  time  reported ;  they  were 
all  of  them,  except  the  last  thir-> 
teen,  printed  from  a  collection  of 
manuscript  cases  preserved  in  the 
Ubrary  of  the  late  Samuel  Salt* 
Esq.  of  the  Inner  Temple.  They 
appear  to  have  been  taken  with 
great  accuracy,  and  many  of  them 
bear  the  author's  name,  which  is 
printed  as  it  appeared  in  the 
original  manuscript.  The  last 
thirteen  cases  in  this  volume 
were  kindly  sent  to  the  editor 
through  the  hands  of  one  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  work,  by  Charles 
Butler,  Esq.  of  Lincoln's  Inn." 

(a)  See  this  case  9  Mod.  263, 
and  ante,  page  640. 

(6)  Sidney  v.  Sidney,  is  now 
reported  3  P.  Will.  270. 
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by  the  wife  for  a  specific  performance  of  articles.  The  defendant, 
in  his  answer,  charged  that  she  had  much  misbehayed  herself, 
and  that  he  had  been  forced  to  leave  her ;  and  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  depositions  charging  her  with  adultery 
ought  not  to  be  read.  But  his  reason  was  because  the  answer  had 
not  put  the  charge  of  adultery  in  issue ;  and  certainly  it  had  not, 
for  she  might  misbehave  herself  many  ways  beside  that,  as  by 
gaming  or  extravagance.  The  next  is  the  case  of  Lord  and  Lady 
Doneraile  (a),  which  was  an  appeal  from  Ireland  before  the  House 
of  Lords,  in  February,  1734.  There  the  defendant  charged  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  behaved  herself  with  duty  and  tenderness  to 
him,  as  became  a  virtuous  woman,  much  less  his  wife ;  and  what 
gave  a  ground  for  this  was,  that  she  had  as  a  merit  in  her  bill, 
charged  that  she  had  always  behaved  herself  with  all  duty,  affec- 
tion, and  tenderness  to  her  lord.  The  defendant  had  entered 
into  proof  of  her  committing  adultery  with  one  Barry,  and  that 
evidence  had  been  admitted  to  be  read  in  Ireland,  and  was  made 
one  of  the  reasons  for  the  appeal :  and  as  adultery  was  not  put 
in  issue  (for  chastity  is  not  certainly  the  only  virtue  a  woman 
may  possess),  the  Lords  did  right  to  refuse  it.  However,  I  think 
there  is  some  difference  between  the  case  of  a  wife  and  a  kept 
mistress,  because  by  admitting  herself  to  be  kept,  she  has  laid 
a  foundation  for  the  charge ;  but  in  the  other  case  where  the 
man  has  thought  proper  to  marry  the  woman,  the  charge  ought 
to  be  more  particular.  From  these  cases  it  seems  sufficient 
to  put  in  issue  the  general  charge  of  lewdness,  in  order  to  admit 
proof  of  particular  acts ;  otherwise  the  pleadings  must  be  stuffed 
with  matter  very  indecent  in  a  court  of  justice,  and  it  would  be 
necessary  to  fill  them  with  scandal  upon  particular  persons  not 
concerned  in  the  cause,  and  which  might  not  after  be  proved. 
The  cases  argued  from  must  be  admitted  to  be  law,  as  if  there 
is  a  criminal  prosecution.  The  prosecutor  can't  enter  into 
defendant's  character,  unless  defendant  b^ins  with  calling  to 
his  character,  and  then  he  can't  examine  to  particular  fiicts. 
So  as  to  witnesses  you  can  only  enter  into  the  general  character. 
The  reason  is  because  that  is  only  collateral  matter,  and  not  put 
in  charge  at  all,  and  therefore  the  person  can't  be  presumed  to 
come  prepared  to  answer  it.  But  compare  tliis  to  other  cases 
where  general  character  is  put  in  issue,  and  there  courts  of  law 
admit  such  evidence.  One  case  excepted,  (viz.)  that  of  common 
barrator.     But  that  being  generally  against  persons,  who  act  as 


(«)  Doneraile  v.  Doneraile,  see  before,  page  534. 
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attorneys,  it  is  a  yery  nice  thing,  and  depends  upon  variety  of         184ft. 
facts  to  draw  the  line  between  acting  only  in  his  profession  and  m*Mahon  v 
as  a  barrator.     But  that  does  not  hold  in  other  cases;  as  in  Bukchvll. 
indictment  for  keeping  a  disorderly  house,  or   gaming  house,  darky, 
particular  facts  are  proved  under  the  general  charge.     And  this  ^*'^* 
is  the  general  rule  in  all  cases,  where  the  general  behaviour  or  ciark, 
circumstance  of  mind  is  the  thing  in  issue.     So  where  weakness 
or  drinking  are  charged  to  show  a  liableness  to  be  imposed  upon. 
I   think   therefore  that  the  distinction  is,  that  wherever  the 
general  behaviour  is  put  in  issue,  evidence  of  particular  facts  may 
be  admitted ;  but  wherever  it  comes  in  collaterally  it  is  other- 
wise.    I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  evidence  ought  to  be 
admitted,  and  to  determine  otherwise  would  be  laying  down  a 
rule  productive  of  inconveniences  not  easily  to  be  foreseen. — The 
evidence  was  read,  and  decree  for  setting  aside  the  bond  affirmed, 
and  chiefly  on  that  evidence.     Note. — ^This  was  a  re-h^ring  of 
the  Chancellor's  own  decree. —  Clark  v.  Periam,  Periam  v.  Clarke 
L.  C.  July,  1742. 


The  ensuing  is  a  copy  of  a  loose  paper  found  among  the  MSS. 
of  Sir  Thomas  Clarke,  M.  R.  It  will  be  seen  that  he  was  the 
leading  counsel  for  the  defendant.  Mr.  Murray  was  the  junior 
counsel  for  the  defendant. 

The  curious  reader  may  compare  it  with  the  notes  of  Mr. 
Murray's  argument,  in  Atkyns  and  9  Modem. 

The  bill  charged  that  before  Zachariah  Periam  became  ac-  Note  from  Sir 
qnainted  with  Anne  Clarke,  she  was  a  lewd  woman,  and  of  an  J|"*|'  ^i^®*' 
infamous  character.      It  charged  only  her  lewd  life  and  con-  Murray's  ar^- 
versation,  and  sought  on  that  ground  to  be  relieved  against  the  mcnt  aa  junior 
bond.     Under  such  a  general  charge  against  character,  the  wit-  q^^^  ^ 
nesses  ought  only  to  have  been  examined  generally,  and  not  to  a  Periam. 
particular  fact,  as  that  ISIr.  Abington  lay  with  Anne  Clarke  before 
Mr.  Periam.     If  special  and  particular  stories  of  lewdness  were 
to  be  given  in  evidence  when  not  stated  in  the  bill,  the  party 
charged  with  lewdness  would  have  no  opportunity  of  defending 
herself.     She  could   not  examine  witnesses   to  contradict  par- 
ticular stories,  unless  the  same  were  stated  in  the  bill.     The 
plaintiff  might  have  expressed  the  special  instances  of  lewdness 
in  the  bill,  and  they  would  have  been  relevant,  and  the  Master 
would  not  have  expunged  them.     Not  being  expressed  in  the  bill 
it  was  a  surprise  upon  the  party  to  allow  evidence  of  them  to 
be  read.     A  party  never  could  be  prepared  to  answer  particular 
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facts,  unless  specified  in  the  pleadings.  This  was  the  groand 
why,  in  courts  of  law,  if  you  wish  to  take  away  the  credibility 
of  a  witness,  you  can  only  examine  as  to  his  general  character, 
and  cannot  go  into  particular  acts  of  dishonesty.  Eyidence  of 
particular  fiicts  would  be  a  surprise  upon  him,  and  he  would  haye 
no  opportunity  of  contradiction.  He  might  be  ready  without 
notice  to  show  a  good  general  character,  but  not  to  answer  as  to 
particular  matters.  It  was  so  with  regard  to  other  cases,  where 
courts  of  law  go  into  eyidence  of  character.  In  indictments  the 
eyidence  as  to  the  prisoner's  character  was  always  general. — 
Wkaley  y.  Nort<m;  Atkins  y.  Farr;  Bobimon  y.  Cox;  Sidney 
▼.  Sidney  ;  Doneraile  y.  JkmeraUe, — In  indictments  generally,  the 
particular  facts  are  stated,  in  order  to  giye  the  prisoner  good 
opportunity  of  defending  himself.  Barratry  is  an  exception,  but 
the  defendant  has  an  equiyalent.  Articles  are  deUyered  to  him 
before  the  trial,  containing  all  the  facts  to  be  giyen  in  eyidence 
against  the  prisoner.  The  prisoner  therefore  knows  all  that 
is  to  be  brought  against  him  under  the  general  charge  of 
barratry  in  the  indictment. 


aUhot  y. 
Latin. 

Old  MS.  aotes. 
A  g^enend 
chftrgeof 
drunkenneis  is 
enough  to 
entitle  the 
party  to  retd 
evidence  of  the 
ptrticnlar 
times. 

M(mi§iptieu  y. 
Sandy$, 


Lord  Hardwicke. — A  general  charge  of  drunkemiess  is  enough 
to  entitle  the  party  to  read  eyidence  of  the  particular  times. 
Chilcot  y.  Lakin,  L.  C.  June,  1751. 


Lord  Eldon. — Much  injustice  would  be  done  were  this  Court 
to  giye  relief,  or  inquiry,  upon  eyidence  elicited  accidentally,  the 
facts  not  being  stated  in  the  pleadings  to  which  the  eyidence  is 
applicable.      Evidence  of  that  kind  is  not  received    at   law, 
ftom  some  old   neither  can  it  be  received  here.     Evidence,  to  be  the  foundation 
the  author's       ^^  ^^  order,  must  at  least  relate  to  the  facts  stated.     Montesqweu 

possession.         v.  Sandys,  L.  C.  Nov.  1811. 

Evidence  to 
be  the  founds-  — — 

tion  of  an 
order  must,  at        Sur  John  Leach. — The  usual  decree  in  a  foreclosure  suit  is, 

least,  relate  to    ^j^at  the  plaintiff  shall  have  his  costs  at  law  as  well  as  his  costs 

the  facts  stated 

Millar  v.        *  "^  equity,  but  then  the  bill  must  allege  that  the  plaintiff  has  in- 

Mi^or,  curred  such  costs  at  law.     The  Court  will  not  direct  the  Master 

The  Court  will   ^  tax  the  costs  of  an  ejectment,  unless  the  bill  states  that  an 

closure  suit '      ejectment  was  brought.     Millar  v.  Major,  V.  C.  Dec.  1818. 

direct  the 

Master  to  tax  the  costs  of  an  ejectment,  unless 

the  hiU  states  that  an  ejectment  was  brought. 


\ 
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Lord  Eldon. — The  Court  must  know  nothing  of  depositions         1846. 

going  to  circumstances  which  the  bill  does  not  state.     Gordon  v.  m*Mahow 

Gordon^  L.  C.  June^  1819.  Bo&chbll. 

~"— ^~~'  Gordon  v. 

Sir  John  Leach  said,  that  in  a  suit  having  for  its  object  to  The  Court  miut 

set  aside  a  settled  account  upon  the  ground  of  errors,  it  was  a  ^now  nothing 

well  known  rule  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary,  that  the  errors  Lingto*^^ 

should  be  particularly  stated  in  the  bill.     That  it  was  only  to  comttances, 

these  errors  that  the  defendant  could  address  himself.     He  could  J^  noUtote. 

not  disprove,  or  give  any  explanation  of,  errors  to  which  his  at-  ])avU  v. 

tention  was  not  drawn.     He  need  not  trouble  himself  about  any  StarUnf, 

other  errors.     That  if  a  plaintiff,  seeking  by  his  bill  to  open  a  geekine  by  his 

settled  account,  thought  fit,  in  disregard  of  the  rule  of  the  Court,  bill  to  open  a 

to  go  into  evidence  of  errors  not  specifically  set  forth  by  the  bill,  J^^intoe^l**' 

the  Court  would  not  allow  such  evidence  to  be  read.     Davis  v.  dence  of  eiron 

starling,  M.  R.  Nov.  1829.  ^f^^Ie 

The  point  in  Shepherd  v.  Morris,  4  Beav.  252,  was  the  same  bill,  the  Court 

as  in  the  foreeoinfi;  case.  ^  not  allow 

°      °  such  eTidenoe 

to  be  read. 

Sir  John  Leach. — Here  the  defendant  denies  that  there  ever  Stanion  v. 
was  any  agreement  at  all.     How  can  he  then  be  heard  now  to  ^j^^^ 
allege  what  is  inconsistent  with  his  denial,  that  an  agreement  was  cannot,  in  gene- 
entered  into.     I  am  of  opinion  that  a  defendant  cannot  in  general  "}j*y"{,^™" 
avail  himself  of  a  defence  not  stated  in  his  answer,  but  first  not  stated  in 
brought  forward  by  his  own  witnesses.     It  is  different  if  the  ^^  answer,  but 
plaintiff's  own  case  affords  reasons  why  the  Court  should  not  in-  forward^  his 
terfere  in  his  behalf.     The  plaintiff  may  disprove  the  defendant's  own  witnesses, 
statement,  that  there  was  no  agreement.     He  may  estabUsh  the 
existence  of  the  agreement,  which  the  defendant  denies  to  have 
been  made ;  and  yet  there  may,  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  showing, 
be  a  cause  for  the  Court  declining  to  relieve  him.     Stanton  v. 
Robson,  M.  B.  May,  1830. 


HOUSB   OF   LORDS. 
ELIZABETH  GARNER,  APPELLANT,  AND  JOHN  HU0HE8,  RESPONDENT,    from  the  print- 

The  respondent  claiming  certain  premises  at  Conway,  under      i^^ 

indentures  of  settlement,  dated  19th  June,  1795,  and  the  pre-  against  defend- 
ant, a  pur- 
chaser, to  restrain  the  setting  up  of  an  outstanding  term — upon  bill  alleging 
notice  to  defendant's  solicitor  of  settlement  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed, 
but  not  stating  the  name  of  the  witness,  who,  according  to  the  proofs  com- 
municated the  settlement  to  defendant's  solicitor — reversed  by  the  House  o€ 
Lords,  and  issue  directed,  whether  the  witness  communicated  the  settlement 
to  such  solicitor. 
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1846.  mises  being  subject  to  a  term  of  500  years,  and  having  been  sold 
M*M  H  N  •  ^y  ^^®  respondent's  father,  James  Hughes,  who,  however,  was 
BuBCHKLL.  only  tenant  for  life  under  the  settlement,  filed  his  bill  in  the 
G«nMrv.  Equity  Exchequer  against  the  appellant,  the  purchaser  of  the 

^'*vA<t*  premises,  and  to  whom  there  had  been  an  assignment  of  the  term 

of  500  years,  praying  that  the  appellant  might  be  restrained  from 
setting  up  the  outstanding  term  of  500  years,  or  any  other  out- 
standing term,  upon  the  trial  of  the  action  of  ejectment,  which 
the  respondent  had  brought  for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  the 
premises.  The  bill — afler  alleging  that  the  appellant  sometimes 
pretended  that  she  was  a  purchaser  of  the  premises,  without 
notice  of  respondent's  claim,  or  that  she  claimed  under  a  pur- 
chaser of  the  premises  without  notice— charged  the  contrary  to 
be  true,  and  charged  that  it  was  well  known,  believed,  or  sus- 
pected at  the  time  when  it  was  alleged  that  the  appellant  pur- 
chased the  premises,  that  the  said  James  Hughes  was  only 
tenant  for  life  thereof,  or  at  least  had  no  power  to  convey  the 
fee  thereof.  And  the  bill  charged  that  John  Evans  was  employed 
by  the  appellant,  as  her  attorney  and  solicitor,  to  prepare  the 
alleged  conveyance,  by  which  the  said  premises  were,  as  alleged, 
conveyed  to  her ;  and  to  prepare  the  assignment  of  the  said  term 
of  500  years.  And  that  while  the  said  John  Evans  was  employed 
as  such  attorney  and  solicitor  of  the  appellant  in  preparing 
the  alleged  conveyance  and  the  assignment  of  the  term  of  500 
years,  the  said  John  Evans  and  the  said  James  Hughes  had 
various  conversations  relating  to  the  said  indentures  of  the  19th 
and  20th  days  of  June,  1 795  ;  and  that  they,  the  said  James 
Hughes  and  John  Evans,  conversed  about  the  said  indentures, 
and  the  contents  thereof  were  discussed  between  them.  And 
that  he  the  said  John  Evans,  previously  to  and  at  the  time  when 
and  while  he  was  employed  as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  of  the 
said  appellant  in  preparing  the  said  indentures  (whereby,  as  it 
was  alleged,  the  said  premises  were  conveyed  over  to  the  appellant), 
and  in  preparing  the  said  indenture  of  assignment,  had  notice 
given  to  him,  or  he  knew,  believed,  or  suspected  that  the  contents 
of  the  said  indentures  of  the  said  1 9th  and  20th  of  June,  1 795, 
were  such  as  in  the  said  bill  described. 

In  support  of  the  bill  the  followmg  evidence  was  read — I  Henry 
Rumsey  Williams,  do  say  that  I  knew  John  Evans  an  attorney 
and  solicitor,  now  deceased,  and  that  the  said  John  Evans  pre- 
viously to  and  in  or  about  the  month  of  July,  1815,  was  employed 
by  the  appellant  in  investigating  the  title  of  James  Hughes  in 
the  pleadings  of  this  cause,  named  to  the  hereditaments  and  pre- 
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mises  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cause  mentioned ;  and  I  the  said         1846. 
Henry  Ramsey  Williams  do  fiirther  say  that  I  was  employed  hy  t^.,^    • 

*l.«JT  TTi  t  *  '  r     J  J    M'MAHON  V, 

the  said  James  Hughes  as  his  attorney  and  solicitor ;  and  that  the  Bukchbll. 
said  James  Hughes  did  at  Carnarvon,  in  or  about  the  month  of  Omnur  v. 
July,  1815,  apply  to  me  respecting  the  settlement  mentioned  m  ^"V***- 
the  pleadings  of  this  cause,  bearing  date  the  19th  and  20th  days 
of  June,  1795,  and  at  the  same  time  informed  me  (and  which  in- 
formation I  Terily  believe  to  be  true)  that  the  said  John  Evans 
had  applied  to  him,  the  said  James  Hughes,  for  information 
whether  he  the  said  James  Hughes  had  made  any  settlement  of 
his  property  in  Conway  prior  or  subsequent  to  his  marriage  with 
his  then  wife,  and  which  said  settlement  the  said  James  Hughes 
then  produced  to  me ;  and  I  do  further  say  that  the  said  James 
Hughes  then  asked  me  to  advise  him  whether  he,  the  said  James 
Hughes,  ought  to  tell  the  said  John  Evans  whether  there  was 
any  settlement  or  not ;  and  that  I  did  advise  him  the  said  James 
Hughes  to  produce  the  said  settlement  to  the  said  John  Evans ; 
and  I  do  further  say  that  in  consequence  of  what  passed  as  afore- 
said between  me  and  the  said  James  Hughes,  I  did,  in  or  about 
the  month  of  July,  1815,  at  Carnarvon,  show  to  the  said  John 
Evans,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  James  Hughes,  the  said  set- 
tlement of  the  19th  and  20th  days  of  June,  1795,  mentioned  in 
the  pleadings  of  this  cause  and  marked  respectively  with  the 
letters  A.  and  B. ;  and  that  the  said  John  Evans  then  read  over 
the  said  settlement  respectively  marked  with  the  said  letters  A. 
and  B.  in  my  presence  and  the  presence  of  the  said  James 
Hughes ;  and  when  the  said  John  Evans  had  finished  reading 
over  the  said  settlement,  he,  the  said  John  Evans,  observed  to  me 
in  the  presence  of  the  said  James  Hughes  that  Counsellor  Nanney, 
formerly  Ellis,  had  advised  or  would  advise  on  the  title  for  Mrs. 
Garner,  meaning  the  said  appellant,   and  that  she  would   act 
accordingly,  or  made  use  of  words  to  that  or  the  like  purport  or 
effect ;  and  I  do  further  say  that  at  the  time  I  showed  the  said 
settlement  to  the  said  John  Evans  as  aforesaid  he,  the  said  John 
Evans,  was  acting  and  acted  as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  of  the 
said  appellant  in  investigating  the  title  to  the  said  premises,  and 
that  I  showed  the  said  settlement  to  the  said  John  Evans  for  the 
purpose  of  acquainting  him,  the  said  John  Evans,  how  and  to 
what  uses  the  said  premises  were  limited  and  settled  by  the  said 
settlement. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Mr.  Baron  Alderson 
12th  of  December,  1836,  when  it  was  ordered  that  the  appellant 
should  be   restrained  from   setting  up  the  outstanding  term 
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of  500  jesn,  or  any  other  oatstanding  term  or  terms  upon  the 
trial  of  the  action  of  ejectment^  brought  by  the  respondent  to 
recover  possession  of  the  premises  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  as 
a  defence  to  the  said  action,  or  at  any  other  time  for  the  purpose 
of  defeating  the  said  respondent's  right  to  the  said  premises ;  and 
the  cause  was  to  be  continued  in  the  paper  of  causes,  to  be  further 
heard  after  such  trial  should  be  had,  until  which  time  the  Court 
reserved  the  consideration  of  further  directions  (a). 

One  of  the  reasons  appended  to  the  printed  case  of  the  ap- 
pellant was  as  follows. — ^The  evidence  of  the  said  Henry  Rumsey 
Williams  was  evidence  as  to  facts  not  put  in  issue  by  the  re- 
spondent's bill,  or  at  all  events  not  so  put  in  issue  as  entitled 
the  said  respondent  to  read  such  evidence  in  support  of  tbe 
case  made  by  the  bill,  and  such  evidence  was  on  that  ground 
inadmissible. 

The  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords,  1st 
May,  1838,  when  the  following  order  was  niade. — It  is  ordered 
and  adjudged  that  the  decree  or  decretal  order  be  reversed,  andtit 
is  further  ordered  that  the  parties  do  proceed  to  a  trial  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  the  London  Sittings  on  the  following 
issue : — "  Whether  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  purchase  of  the 
premises  in  question  by  Elisabeth  Garner,  Henry  Rumsey  Wil- 
liams communicated  to  John  Evans,  her  attorney,  the  settlement 
of  the  19th  and  20th  June,  1795  ;*'  and  that  after  the  said  issae 
is  tried  the  equity  reserved  be  brought  before  the  said  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  said  cause  he 
remitted  back  to  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer  to  do  therein  as 
shall  be  just  and  consistent  with  this  judgment.  Gamer  v. 
Hughes,  House  of  Lords,  May,  1838. 

See  Lords'  Journals,  vol.  70,  page  263. 


Phtel  V.  Crad- 
dock. 

It  must  not  be 
assumed  that  an 
inquiry  before 
the  Master  is 
the  course  of 
the  Court, 
where  the  case 
stated  by  the 
bin  or  the  an- 
swer is  not 
made  out  in 
evidence. 


The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^Those,  who  advise  on  equity  pleadings, 
would  do  well  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  cases  are  not  nume- 
rous in  which  parties  cau,  with  safety,  omit  to  bring  forward  their 
best  evidence  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  They  had  better  not 
look  to  mending  their  cases  in  the  Master's  Office.  An  inquiry 
before  the  Master  should  be  considered  as  an  indulgence,  which 
will  not  be  always  granted.  It  must  not  be  assumed  that  such 
inquiry  is  the  course  of  the  Court,  where  the  case  stated  by  the 

(a)  See  2  Yo.  &  Coll.  Ezch.  328. 
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bill  or  answer  is  not  made  out  in  evidence.    Platel  v.  Craddock.         1846. 


V.  C.  June.  1838.  {H:;^^^  ,^ 

See  Platel  v.  Craddock,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  481.     Question  as  to  Bubohvll. 

the  Court  granting  an  inquiry  upon  the  main  point  in  a  cause.  Platel  v. 

See  also  Holden  v.  Heam,  1  Beav.  445.  Craddoek. 


Clark  and  another,  executors  of  Allen,  v.  fFilmot,  Wright,  and  Clark  v, 
others. — ^The  plaintiffs  were  tbe  executors  of  one  Allen,  the  mort-  ^l'"*®'- 
gagee  of  certain  leasehold  premises.     The  defendant  Wilmot  was  lutcly  necessary 
the  owner  of  those  premises.     The  defendant  Wright  claimed  to  that  particular 
be  an  equitable  mortgagee,  by  a  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  prior  to  notice  should 
the  date  of  Allen's  mortgage.     The  bill  prayed  a  foreclosure,  be  stated  in  the 
The  defendant  Wright  by  his  answer  stated  that  he  was  informed  ^*^e"^urt 
and  believed  that  Allen  had  notice  of  the  equitable  mortgage  ordinarily  de- 
made  by  Wilmot,  previously  to  the  mortgage  being  executed  to  *^**°^  ^o^ 
Allen,  or  the  consideration  money  being  paid.     The  defendant  which  a  party' 
Wilmot  was  examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  **■*  ^*?  no  op- 
Wright,  and  deposed  that  he  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff  Clark,  controverting, 
who  was  the  solicitor  of  Allen,  that  the  title  deeds  of  the  premises 
had  been  deposited  with  a  party,  as  an  equitable  lien  for  securing 
a  certain  sum  of  money. 

The  yice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  said  that  it  was  not  abso- 
lutely necessary,  that  the  particular  facts  showing  notice  should 
be  stated  in  the  pleadings.  That  a  general  allegation  of  notice 
was  in  strictness  sufficient ;  but  that  the  court  ordinarily  declined 
to  act  upon  evidence,  which  a  party  had  had  no  opportunity  of 
controverting.  The  Court  was  in  the  habit  of  subjecting  the 
point  to  further  inquiry. 

By  the  decree  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master  should  inquire 
and  state  to  the  Court  whether  John  Allen  had  ever,  and  when, 
any  and  what  notice  of  such  equitable  incumbrance  or  lien  of 
defendant  Wright,  if  any,  on  the  premises,  or  any  part  thereof. 
Clark  V.  Wilmot,  V.  C.  K.  B.  November,  1841. 


At  page  488,  ante,  mention  is  made  of  a  strange  practice  in  Cases  in  the 
Ireland,  that  every  document  to  be  produced  in  evidence  must  be  JcJlting  to  the 
put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  ;  and  it  is  there  said  that  this  most  practice  that 
inconvenient  and  expensive  practice  was  reformed  by  Sir  Anthony  ®^®^  pJSdSSd 

in  evidence 
must  be  put  in  bsoe,  and  to  the  abolition 
of  that  prtcUce  by  Sir  Anthony  Hart. 

oo2 
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1846.  Hart.  The  plan  of  the  present  publication  requires  that  the  cases 
M*Mahonv  ^^  ^^®  ^"*^  reports  relating  to  this  practice,  and  to  the  abolition 
BuBCHSLL.  '     of  it,  should  be  now  stated.     Passages  in  the  judgments  of  Sir 

Anthony  Hart,  in  the  three  cases  that  came  before  him,  will  be 
found  to  confirm  some  of  the  conclusions  drawn  by  the  writer 
from  the  various  authorities  in  the  books.  See  before,  pages  509 
—532. 

In  Blacker  v.  Phepoe,  1  Moll.  354,  which  was  a  bill  for  an 
account  of  tithes,  an  objection,  on  the  authority  of  the  rule  in 
Howard's  Chancery  Practice  (a),  was  made  to  the  reading  of  certain 
written  documents  tendered  by  the  plaintiff  in  evidence,  inasmuch 
as  they  were  not  put  in  issue  by  the  bill.  It  was  said  for  the 
defendant  that  the  practice  had  been  according  to  the  rule  in 
Howard,  so  far  as  written  evidence.  That  writings,  intended  to 
be  relied  on  as  evidence,  were  to  be  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings, 
in  order  to  enable  the  adverse  party,  by  giving  him  notice,  to  meet 
it,  and  bills  were  frequently  amended  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  further  documents  in  issue. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  he  had  seen  tithe  cases  requiring  the 
production  of  a  hundred  documents.  Must  all  those  have  been 
put  in  issue  ?  that  was  to  say,  must  it  be  disclosed  to  the  opposite 
party  what  was  the  evidence  on  which  the  case  was  to  rest  ?  It 
would  be  a  most  inconvenient  practice.  Bills  were  more  than  long 
enough ;  but  if  every  document  must  be  put  in  issue,  they  could 
not  be  shortened.  The  rule  in  Howard  was  an  extraordinary  role. 
It  went  further  than  writings.  It  was  universal.  There  was  a 
rule  in  England,  having  somewhat  the  same  sound  with  this,  but 
a  very  different  sense.  It  was,  that  no  evidence  should  be  ad- 
mitted at  the  hearing  of  facts,  but  what  were  mentioned  in  the 
pleadings.  That  was  a  good  rule.  It  required  facts  to  be  pat 
in  issue,  which  you  meant  to  prove ;  but  by  no  means  that  your 
materials  of  proof,  should  be  put  in  issue  or  stated  in  the  bill. 
Perhaps  in  this  rule,  which  appeared  so  inconvenient,  the  words 
"  of  a  fact "  had  been  omitted  by  an  error. 

In  Fitzgerald  v.  (/ Flaherty,  2  Molloy,  394,  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  read  at  the  hearing  letters  and  an  account,  when  it  was 
objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  they  were  not  in  issue. 
Lord  Manners  said  that  documentary  evidence  could  not  be  read, 
if  not  put  in  issue.     The  report  goes  on  to  state  that  this  was 

(a)   In  Howard's  Rules   and  shall  be  admitted  upon  the  hear- 

Practice  of  the  High  Court  of  ing  but  what  is  mentioned  in  the 

Chancery  in  Ireland,  page  *!7t  it  pleadings,  unless  it  be  by  leave  of 

is  laid  down  that  no  evidence  the  Court  before  the  hearing. 
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ovemiled^  on  re-hearing,  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hart,  who  decided         1846. 
that  documentary  evidence  is  not  to  be  put  in  issue,  unless  where  m*MahonT^ 
profert  at  law  is  necessary.  Buacasix. 

Mr.  MoUoy  proceeds  to  remark  that  before  the  rule  was  altered 
by  Lord  Chancellor  Hart,  it  was  considered  to  be  required  by  the 
practice  in  Ireland,  both  in  Chancery  and  in  the  Exchequer,  to 
have  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  every  letter  or  document,  that 
was  produced  in  evidence ;  and  where  letters  or  documents  had 
not  been  put  in  issue  originally,  bills  were  amended,  and  supple- 
mental bills  were  frequently  filed,  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  them  in  issue. 

Fitzgerald  v.  O*  Flaherty,  before  Sir  Anthony  Hart,  is  reported 
1  Molloy,  350.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  objected  to  the 
reading  of  a  letter  as  evidence,  it  not  having  been  put  in  issue  by 
the  bill.  They  said  it  was  necessary  by  the  practice  to  put  every 
written  document,  intended  to  be  relied  on  in  evidence,  in  issue. 
In  that  equity  differed  from  law,  that  the  party's  pleading  con- 
tained not  only  the  facts  of  his  case,  but  indicated  the  evidence, 
which  was  to  prove  his  case,  if  the  evidence  was  in  writing.  It 
was  a  practice  long  established  there,  to  read  no  letter  in  evidence 
that  was  not  put  in  issue.  If  defendant's  attention  was  called  to 
it,  he  might  explain  and  meet  it  by  his  answer.  If  a  letter  were 
set  out  of  such  a  date  he  might  explain  it,  or  the  reply  to  the 
letter  might  give  it  quite  another  effect.  In  a  case  in  the  Equity 
Exchequer  the  10th  of  July,  1827,  the  Court  recognized  and 
acted  on  the  rule  that  no  letter  or  document  could  be  produced  in 
evidence,  which  had  not  been  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  fol- 
lowing the  admitted  practice  of  this  court. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  that  it  was  quite  new  to  him,  if  the  plaintiff 
was  required  to  put  every  piece  of  written  evidence  in  issue.  He 
thought  a  party  might  prove  his  case  by  written  or  by  parol 
evidence  indifferently,  and  was  under  no  more  restrictions  in  one 
case  than  in  the  other.  He  was  quite  sure  the  practice  was  not 
so  in  England.  It  would  lead  to  the  greatest  inconvenience.  For 
example,  in  mercantile  or  partnership  cases,  where  perhaps  a  hun- 
dred letters  might  be  required  to  establish  the  case,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  put  all  those  in  issue ;  and  it  could  not  be  necessary 
to  do  so,  to  enable  the  party  to  read  them  in  evidence.  That  the 
note  in  one  of  the  cases,  which  had  been  referred  to,  was  that  the 
evidence  intended  to  be  relied  on  at  the  hearing  should  be  founded 
on  some  allegation,  distinctly  put  on  record,  of  facts  which  it  was 
calculated  to  support,  or  otherwise  it  would  not  be  admitted  at 
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1846^  the  hearing.  With  this  he  fully  eoncorred.  It  was  a  very  old 
M*Mahok  v.  principle,  to  be  found  very  clearly  stated  in  old  reports.  But  he 
BuRCHBLL.       must  be  greatly  misread  if  the  evidence,  and  not  only  the  fact  to 

be  proved  by  the  evidence,  must  be  in  issue,  to  entitle  the  evidence 
to  be  read.  If  the  case  mentioned  meant  that,  then  it  had  been  re- 
pudiated by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England.  That  if  the  case 
rested  on  independent  facts,  such  facts  might  be  proved,  either  by 
depositions  of  witnesses,  by  direct  evidence,  or  by  writings  ad- 
mitting the  facts,  without  putting  any  of  those  forms  of  evidence 
in  issue.  He  had  a  contradictory  experience  to  what  was  stated 
.  by  one  of  the  counsel.  He  had  known  very  numy  suits  where  the 
plaintiff's  case  was  to  be  picked  out,  little  by  little,  from  a  multi- 
tude of  letters,  and  he  was  not  required  to  expose  it  to  the  risk  of 
being  tampered  with,  by  pointing  out  to  his  adversary  to  what  points 
he  might  fabricate  his  evidence.  The  inconvenience,  not  to  say  im- 
possibility, of  putting  all  those  letters  in  issue  was  obvious.  The 
rule,  if  it  existed  at  all,  should  be  universal ;  and  it  oonld  not  be 
satisfied  by  putting  a  few  letters  in  issue  out  of  the  largest  number. 
Therefore  he  said  the  letter  of  the  defendant  produced  should  be 
read,  although  not  put  in  issue,  as  evidence  of  the  hcts  from 
which  the  plaintiff  inferred  fraud,  those  facts  being  in  issue.  He 
overruled  the  objection. 

Houlditch  V.  Donegall,  1  Moll.  364,  is  a  case  of  the  same 
kind  as  Blacker  v.  Phepoe^  and  Fitzgerald  v.  (/ Flaherty.  In 
Houlditch  V.  DonegaU,  the  defendant  having  obtained  copies  of 
alleged  letters  of  the  plaintiff,  which  were  written  to  a  third  per- 
son, and  which  admitted  facts  material  to  the  defence,  which 
went  upon  fraud  in  the  plaintiff, — the  facts  being  charged  and 
relied  upon  by  the  defendant — ^but  not  being  aware  of  these  letters 
at  the  time,  and  not  having  put  them  in  issue  by  his  answer,  the 
question  was,  whether  he  could  make  use  of  them  at  the  hearing, 
without  bringing  them  on  the  record  by  a  cross  bill  so  as  to 
give  notice  of  them.  It  was  argued  that  it  was  necessary  to  file  a 
cross  bill  to  put  the  plaintiff's  letters  in  issue,  otherwise  they 
could  not  be  read  at  the  hearing,  not  being  put  in  issue  in  the 
cause. 

Sir  Anthony  Hart  said  he  thought  it  was  settled,  and  that 
there  was  clear  authority  that  letters  and  writings  in  the  hands  of 
a  defendant  might  be  proved  and  used  as  evidence  of  facts, 
though  not  as  naked  admissions,  without  more,  to  ground  a  decree, 
without  being  mentioned  in  the  pleadings.  It  was  not  necessary 
to  put  them  in  issue. 
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Upon  this  expressioii  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  counsel         1846. 
obserred  that  the  impression  of  the  bar  in  Ireland  as  to  the  M«|ifAHONr 
established  practice  as  held  there  and  in  England,  had  certainly  Bubohill. 
been  different. 

In  the  ensuing  case  in  the  Equity  Exchequer  in  Ireland,  which 
occurred  in  1831,  no  reference  was  made  to  the  change  in  the 
practice,  which  Sir  Anthony  Hart  had  introduced  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  This  may  perhaps  account  for  the  Barons  declining 
to  do  that,  which  was  contrary  to  the  course  of  their  Court  down 
to  that  time. 

In  Lyaaght  v.  Callinan,  Hayes,  141,  it  was  held,  to  use  the  Case  in  1831  in 

words  of  the  maririnal  note,  that  to  warrant  the  reading  of  a  **[*  Equity  Ex- 

°  "  chequer  in  Ire- 

docmnent  at  the  hearing,  it  must  haye  been  put  in  issue  by  the  land. 

pleadings,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  have  put  in  issue  the  fact 
intended  to  be  proved  by  the  document.  The  counsel,  who  con- 
tended for  reading  the  document,  said  that  although  the  docu- 
ment itself  was  not  put  in  issue,  yet  the  facts  intended  to  be 
proved  by  it  were  put  in  issue.  But  Chief  Baron  Joy  said 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  course  of  the  Court  to  admit  the 
evidence,  it  not  having  been  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings.  Mr. 
Baron  Pennefather  said  that  the  defendants  ought  to  have  applied 
to  the  Court  for  leave  to  file  an  additional  answer,  or  to  have  filed 
a  cross  bill. 

What  is  remarkable  is  the  decision,  which  was  cited  by  Mr. 
Baron  Pennefather,  in  support  of  the  Irish  practice.  He  said  that 
the  case  of  Hall  v.  Maltby,  6  Price,  240,  ruled  the  question,  and 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  Bichards  there,  was 
very  satisfactory.  The  judgment  of  Chief  Baron  Richards  in 
Hall  V.  Malthy  is,  as  we  have  it,  very  satisfactory.  This,  how- 
ever, could  not  be  predicated  of  it,  were  Mr.  Baron  Pennefather 
correct  in  saying,  that  it  rules  the  question  in  Lyaaght  v.  Callinan. 
There  is  nothing  in  Hall  v.  Malthy  that  has  any  relation  to  the 
question  in  Lyaaght  v.  Callinan, 


The  placitum  of  the  ensuing  case  of  Jonea  v.  Jonea  shows  that 
it  is  one  of  the  class  of  cases,  some  of  the  principal  of  which  have 
been  abstracted,  ante  pages  480 — 509.  It  is  for  the  convenience 
of  stating  other  parts  of  the  case,  and  of  remarking  upon  their 
peculiarities,  that  the  insertion  of  it  has  been  postponed  to  this 
place. 

In  Jonea  v.  Jonea^  3  Atk.  110,  the  bill  was  brought  to  set  Bill  to  set  aside 
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M'Mahok  v. 
bubchbll. 

a  lease  for 
forgery,  and 
fraudideiit  dr- 
ctimstances 
charged,  but  hj 
way  of  induce- 
ment  only :  ob- 
jection on  part 
of  defendant 
that  plaintiff 
oonldnot  go 
into  fraudident 
circnmstances, 
allowed. 


aside  a  lease  for  forgery,  and  cliarged  no  other  fact  against  the 
defendant  but  by  way  of  inducement  only,  that  there  were  frau- 
dulent circumstances  attending  the  case.  The  plaintiff  did  not 
by  the  bill  make  the  fraudulent  circumstances  a  dear  and  distinct 
charge  from  the  forgery.  Besides  the  bill  prayed  to  be  reliered 
only  as  to  the  forgery.  [The  plaintiff's  counsel  was  going  into 
the  fraudulent  circumstances]  when  it  was  objected  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  go  upon  this  part  of  the 
case,  because  it  had  not  been  properly  put  in  issue,  so  that  the  de- 
fendant had  had  no  opportunity  of  applying  his  defence ;  or  giving 
any  answer  to  the  pretended  fraud  and  imposition.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  said  that  if  the  bill,  which  was  then  at  hearing,  had  been 
properly  framed,  that  is,  if  it  had  stated  both  the  points  of  relief 
plainly  and  clearly,  first  the  forgery  and  then,  if  the  lease  was  not 
forged,  yet  that  it  was  fraudulent,  then,  though  the  plaintiff  had 
not  prevailed  to  set  aside  the  deed  for  forgery,  he  might  have  pro- 
ceeded on  the  point  of  fraud.  That  he  remembered  a  case  before 
Lord  Macclesfield,  who  directed  an  issue  on  the  forgery,  and  the 
deed  being  found  not  to  be  forged  my  Lord  Macclesfield  per- 
mitted the  plaintiff,  when  it  came  on  upon  the  equity  reserved, 
to  proceed  on  the  fraud,  because  the  charges  in  the  bill  were  dis- 
tinct. But  that  in  the  present  case  there  was  no  other  fact 
charged  but  the  forgery,  and  he  [the  plaintiff]  must  not  surprise 
the  defendant,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  lease  being  impeached 
for  fraud,  and  therefore  was  not  prepared  with  any  defence  as  to 
the  fraud. 


Examination  of  This  case  is  the  same  as  is  adduced  in  a  former  part  of  this 
«ie  case  of  volume  (page  49)  in  proof  of  the  statement  that  in  Lord  Hard- 
3Atk.llO,217.  wicke's  time  it  was  no  longer  the  rule  to  dismiss  a  bill  which  was 

at  the  hearing  found  defective  for  want  of  parties.  As  before  so 
much  only  of  the  case  is  stated,  as  was  requisite  for  tie  purpose 
with  which  it  was  then  brought  forward,  so  now  so  much  only  of 
the  case  has  been  stated,  as  is  connected  with  the  immediate  sub- 
ject of  inquiry.  But  Jones  v,  Jones  involves  matters  so  impor- 
tant to  the  principles  of  Chancery  procedure,  and  it  has  of  late 
been  so  often  referred  to  as  a  precedent  for  orders  of  very  ques- 
tionable regularity  and  policy,  that  no  apology  can  be  requisite 
if  the  author  takes  this  opportunity  of  stating  the  other  parts  of 
it,  and  remarking  upon  their  peculiarities. 

Hitherto  there  is  nothing  extraordinary.    But  Atkyns  informs 
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us  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  **  there  had  been  one  hearing  already  18^6. 
and  an  issue  directed  to  try  the  forgery,  and  the  cause  brought  m*Mahok  vT 
on  upon  the  equity  reserved,  and  the  objection  was  then  made  Buachbli.. 
for  want  of  parties  and  not  before." — ''That  it  was  insisted  by 
the  defendant's  counsel  that  the  trustees  ought  to  be  made  par- 
ties, that,  if  the  plaintiff  prevailed,  the  defendant  might  have  relief 
over  against  them,  who  had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  if  they 
had  not  applied  the  350/.  towards  the  execution  of  the  trust" — 
and  that  "  as  there  had  been  then  a  decretal  order,  and  there  can- 
not be  a  new  examination  in  the  cause,  as  it  is  closed,  and  publi- 
cation past,  all  that  I  can  do  to  assist  this  case  is,  by  giving  the 
plaintiff  leave  to  bring  a  supplemental  bill,  and  make  a  distinct 
charge  of  the  fraud  and  the  trustees  parties." — ^The  order  accord- 
ingly was  that  the  cause  should  stand  over,  leaving  the  plaintiff 
at  liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  and  to  make  the  trustees 
who  joined  in  the  lease,  or  the  representatives  of  them,  parties. 

If  Atkyns  be  correct,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  had  already 
examined  witnesses  as  to  the  fraudulent  circumstances  (as  from 
the  desire  to  go  on  upon  that  part  of  the  case  (ante,  page  560)  it  is 
manifest  he  had) — all  parties,  the  plaintiff,  defendant,  and  the 
trustees,  would  necessarily  be  at  liberty  under  that  order  to 
examine  witnesses  again.  The  defendant,  having  had  no  notice  of 
the  lease  being  impeached  for  fraud,  was  not  prepared  with  any 
defence  as  to  the  fraud.  The  evidence  already  taken  for  the 
plaintiff  could  not  be  used  against  the  trustees,  who  were  no  par- 
ties to  the  suit  when  it  was  taken.  The  trustees,  of  course,  could 
have  no  evidence  whatever.  Now  can  any  practitioner,  giving  his 
mind  for  a  few  minutes  to  the  subject,  credit  that  such  a  Chan- 
cellor as  Lord  Hardwicke  ever  made  an  order  allowing  of  such  a 
course  ?  Is  it  not  obvious,  that  it  must  almost  always  be  attended 
with  great  mischief  and  injustice  ?  For  his  own  part  the  author 
has  more  than  twenty  years  ago  regarded  this  case  of  Janes  v. 
Jones  as  one,  which  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile  with  the  general 
practice  of  the  Court,  or  those  sound  principles,  which  ought  to 
regulate  that  practice,  and  subsequent  reflection  and  experience 
have  only  served  to  strengthen  that  impression. 

The  above-reported  hearing  took  place  16th  July,  1744.  The 
supplemental  bill  having  been  filed,  the  cause  was  again  brought 
on  to  a  hearing,  Easter  Term,  1745.  This  hearing  is  reported, 
3rd  Atkyns,  217. 

The  question  is  not  whether  a  supplemental  bill  may  not  be 
filed  to  put  a  matter  in  issue  more  spedficaUy  after  the  examination 
of  witnesses,  byt  before  publication  and  the  hearing — jdthough 
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1B4C.         tlittiiattitingtliiiig--lratwliedieriiichanqiplema^ 
M 'M  Awm  ••      ^  pennittod,  after  examinatioa  of  witnetKs  on  one  side  as  to  the 
BvaesBu*.       matter,  to  be  put  moie  specifically  in  iarae,  after  pnblieation  of 

the  depoaitionsy  and  after  the  hearing,  and  a  deeretal  order  pio- 
noimeed,  and  no  reaaon  whatever  shown,  alleged,  or  pretended^ 
wh J  sodi  matter  was  not  properlj  pot  in  issoe  hj  the  off%;uial 
biDT 

Should  doabts  arise  on  the  first  f^anee  at  the  qoestion,  eer- 
tainl J  these  donbts  are  not  likel j  to  be  remofed  by  a  mmote 
ezamfaiation  of  the  two  reports. 

Take  the  first  report.  Aeeording  to  Atkyns,  Lord  Hardwidce 
said,  **  It  has  been  objected  there  is  no  receipt  given  on  the  baek 
of  the  lease  for  the  consideration  of  3501.  Bat  it  is  not  very 
nsoal  to  give  receipts  for  fines  on  the  back  of  a  lease.  Now  it  is 
insisted  by  the  defendant's  eomisel  the  trustees  ong^t  to  be  made 
parties,  that  if  the  plaintiff  prevail,  the  defendant  may  have  rdief 
over  against  them,  who  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  if 
they  have  not  applied  the  350/.  towards  the  execution  of  the 
trust.  There  is  antyther  point  on  the  general  head,  whidi  entitles 
the  defendant  to  have  the  trustees  before  the  Court,  and  that  is, 
if  the  defendant  should  appear  to  have  paid  the  trustees  350/.  as 
he  insists  he  did ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  brought  a  cross  bill.  For  when  a  person  brings  a 
bill  to  set  aside  a  deed  for  forgery,  fraud,  and  imposition,  it  is 
his  business  to  have  all  proper  parties  before  the  Court,  and  the 
defendants  are  not  obliged  to  bring  a  cross  bill." 

Now,  in  the  statement  of  the  case  there  is  not  a  syllable  of  the 
receipt  on  the  back  of  the  lease  for  the  consideration  of  350/.  No 
fact  is  mentioned  to  show  that  if  the  plaintiff  prevailed  in  setting 
aside  the  lease  for  fraud,  the  defendant  might  have  relief  over 
against  the  trustees.  That  the  trustees  would  have  been  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  trust,  if  they  had  not  applied  the  350/.  towards  the 
execution  of  the  trust  is  in  no  vray  alluded  to ;  all  that  is  said 
with  regard  to  the  breach  of  trust  is  in  the  following  passage : — 
*'  If  there  is  any  fnxid  insisted  to  be  in  the  trustees,  who  were 
parties  to  the  lease,  and  who  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust 
in  not  carrying  the  trusts  into  execution,  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  made  them  parties  to  the  suit.'' 

But  it  may  perhaps  be  supposed  that  this  objection  was  pre- 
ceded by  some  statement  respecting  the  trust,  which  would 
render  the  allegation — ^that  the  trustees  had  been  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  trust  in  not  carrying  the  trusts  into  execution — in- 
tdligible.    There  is,  however,  no  such  statement.    There  is  no 


V. 
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mention  of  "  trustees  "  or  "  trust  **  in  the  prior  part  of  the  case  :         1846. 
and  this  is  one  of  the  numerous  "  lacunae  '•  which  Atkyns,  ac-  m«mahok 
cording  to  his  wont,  has  left  the  practitioner  to  fill  up— an  opera-  Buachsll. 
tion  which,  it  must  be  admitted,  long  experience  often  enables 
him  to  perform  without  much  risk  of  error. 

The  old  practitioner  will  probably  think  further  criticism  may 
be  spared.  An  examination,  howeyer,  of  the  second  report  will 
serre  as  a  useful  exercise  to  the  equity  student.  Atkyns  says, 
**  this  cause  came  before  Lord  Hardwicke  upon  the  equity  re- 
served. An  objection  was  started,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
made  the  defendants,  in  the  original  bill,  parties  to  a  supple- 
mental bill,  brought  after  a  decree  in  the  original  cause.  Lord 
Chancellor  orerruled  the  objection." 

If  the  drcumstances  were  such,  as  the  report  of  the  former 
hearing  represents  them  to  have  been,  this  is  impossible.  Ac- 
cording to  the  report  of  the  former  hearing,  the  defendant's 
counsel  objected  that  the  ft^ud  was  not  properly  put  in  issue 
by  the  original  bill,  "  so  that  the  defendant  had  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  applying  his  defence,  or  giving  any  answer  to  the  pre- 
tended fraud  and  imposition."  And  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  *'  he 
must  not  surprise  the  defendant,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  lease 
being  impeached  for  fraud,  and  therefore  was  not  prepared  with 
any  defence  as  to  the  fraud."  And  the  supplemental  bill  was 
filed  in  order  to  obviate  this  objection  of  want  of  notice  and  of 
surprise  by  affording  the  defendant  (the  defendant[s]  according 
to  the  report  on  the  second  hearing)  an  opportunity  of  preparing 
and  applying  the  defence.     A  mode  of  attaining  this  object  **  « 

without  making  the  defendant  a  party  to  such  supplemental  bill, 
has  not,  it  is  apprehended,  yet  been  discovered. 

The  report,  having  stated  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  overruled 
the  above  objection,  does  not  mention  the  Lord  Chancellor  again, 
and  the  remainder  of  it  consists  of  the  three  paragraphs  copied 
presently.  They  have  been  always  understood  as  decisions,  or 
dicta,  ascribed  by  Atkyns  to  Lord  Hardwicke.  Their  inaccuracy 
would  seem  to  justify  the  conjecture  that  they  are  simply  the  con- 
clusions of  Atkyns. 

Paragraph  1. — ''A  supplemental  bill,  properly  so  called,  is  a 
'*  bill  brought  for  any  new  matter  arisen  since  the  filing  the  original 
"  bill,  and  before  the  original  comes  to  a  hearing  ;  and  there  the 
"  defendants  to  the  original  ought  to  have  been  made  [ought  to 
*'  be  made]  parties  to  the  supplemental  bill." 

This  first  paragraph  is  a  correct  definition  of  a  large  class  of 
supplemental  bills.  But  whether  the  defendants  to  the  original  bill 
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1846.  ought  to  be  parties  to  the  supplemental  bill^  depends  npon  what 
M*Mahokv  ^^  '^^^  matter  is,  that  has  arisen  since  the  filing  of  the  original 
BuBCHBLL.        bill.     In  the  majority  of  supplemental  bills  of  this  class,  it  would 

be  improper  to  make  the  defendants  to  the  original  bill,  parties. 
Paragraph  2. — "  But  when  the  cause  comes  to  be  heard,  if  the 
objection  by  the  defendants  in  the  original  cause  for  want  of 
proper  parties  [to  the  9upplementat\  was  not  made  in  the  first 
instance,  it  will  be  too  late  to  make  the  objection  when  the  cause 
comes  on  again  \if  it  was  put  off  only  for  want  offonnal  partiet 
**  hy  the  Court  in  order  that  the  decree  might  be  complete']*^ 

Omit  the  words  printed  in  italics  and  between  brackets,  and  this 
second  paragraph  may  be  understood  as  stating,  that  if  the  defend- 
ants have  not  at  the  first  hearing  made  an  objection  for  want  of 
parties,  it  is  too  late  for  them  to  make  such  objection  at  the  second 
hearing — and  that  is  the  general  rule  of  the  Court.     Of  the  words 
["to  the  euppiemental*'']  it  is  not  easy  to  make  anything.    The 
**  sententia  detruncata"  ["  if  it  urns  put  off  only  for  want  of  formal 
parties  by  the  Court  in  order  that  the  decree  might  be  completi^'] 
seems  to  refer  to  what  took  place  at  the  former  hcMing,  when  the 
cause  stood  adjourned  with  liberty  to  file  the  supplemental  bill, 
charging  the  fraud  and  making  the  trustees  ["formal  parties"] 
(see  the  next  paragraph  and  remarks  upon  it)  defendants. 
Paragraph  3. — "  In  a  decree  to  account  if  during  the  account 
any  party  should  die,  and  a  devisee  of  that  party,  or  any  other 
formal  party  as  trustees  [(which  is  the  present  case)]  should  be 
wanting,  a  bill  to  bring  them  before  the  Court  is  [not  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word  a  supplemental  bill,   but  rather  a 
supplemental  bill  in  the  nature  of]  a  bUl  of  revivor,  and  to 
"  such  a  bill  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  the  defendants  in  the 
original  bill  parties  [nor  when  the  cause  comes  on  to  be  re- 
heard, can  those  defendants  object  for  want  of  parties].'* 
Read  the  word  ''devisee*'  and  "trustees"  as  personal  repre- 
sentatives, and  omit  the  words  printed  in  italics  and  between 
brackets,  and  this  third  paragraph  may  be  understood  as  stating, 
that  after  a  decree  for  an  account  if  a  defendant  dies,  and  his 
representatives  are  necessary  parties,  the  bill  to  bring  such  repre- 
sentatives before  the  Court  is  a  bill  of  revivor,  and  that  to  such 
bill  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  the  other  defendants  to  the  original 
bill  parties.  This  is  well  enough ;  in  many  suits,  however,  personal 
representatives  of  a  defendant  can  by  no  means  be  designated  as 
"formal"  parties. 

The  above  reading  of  the  third  paragraph  excludes,  in  the  first 
place,  the  words  in  the  parenthesis  [{"which  is  the  present  ease")] 
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This  is  the  most  singular  expression  in  the  whole  paragraph.  In  1846. 
remarking  upon  the  second  paragraph  it  is  suggested  that  the  M.MAHONr 
"  sententia  detruncata"  ["  if  it  was  put  of  only  for  want  of  formal  Burchill.  * 
parties  by  the  Court,  in  order  that  the  decree  might  be  complete'*'] 
seems  to  refer  to  what  took  place  at  the  former  hearing,  when  the 
cause  was  adjourned  with  liherty  to  file  a  supplemental  hill  making 
the  trustees  defendants.  If  this  suggestion  he  well  foundec^ 
Atkjns  in  this  report  must  represent  the  trustees  as  formal  par- 
ties ;  and  that  the  suggestion  is  well  founded,  is  clear  from  the 
language  of  the  third  paragraph,  ''or  any  other  formal  partj 
as  trustees,  [{which  is  the  present  case)],**  Now  let  the  student 
take  the  trouble  to  turn  to  the  report  upon  the  former  hearing. 
The  defendant's  counsel  objected  that  "  if  there  is  any  fraud  in- 
sisted to  be  in  the  trustees,  who  were  parties  to  the  lease,  and  who 
have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  not  carrying  the 
trusts  into  execution,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  made  them 
parties  to  the  suit."  And  Lord  Hardwicke  in  his  judgment 
says,  ''Now  it  is  insisted  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that 
the  trustees  ought  to  be  made  parties,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
prevail,  the  defendant  may  have  relief  over  against  them,  who 
have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  if  they  have  not  applied 
the  SdOL  towards  the  execution  of  the  trust."  And  yet  Atkyns 
in  his  report  upon  the  second  hearing  calls  these  trustees  "  for- 
mal" parties. 

The  above  reading  of  the  third  paragraph  (see  page  564)  ex- 
cludes in  the  next  place  the  words  ["  not  in  the  strict  sense  of  the 
word  a  supplemental  billy  but  rather  a  supplemental  bill  in  the 
nature  of**],  and  the  words  ["  nor  when  the  cause  comes  on  to 
be  heard  can  those  defendants  object  for  want  of  parties**] 
These  words  then  still  remain — but  the  student  must  have  had 
enough,  at  present,  of  criticism  and  of  conjectural  emendation. 

Sadler  v.  Lovatt,  1  Moll.  162,  is  a  remarkable  case.     Sir  An-  Ca»e  of  a  sup- 
thony  Hart  there  declared  his  intention  of  giving  leave  to  file  a  ^^^^^  fo^. 
supplemental  bill,  in  order  to  bring  forward  a  fact,  not  only  not  ward  a  fact,  not 
put  m  issue  by  the  original  bill,  but  in  opposition  with  the  par-  S^J/^J^Ii*  *" 
ticular  fact  upon  which  the  original  bill  proceeded.     The  circum-  original  bill, 
stances  were  these.     The  bill  was  for  the  specific  performance  of  j!^„'°i^g^" 
a  covenant  in  a  lease  for  perpetual  renewal.     The  lease  had  been  particular  fact 
made  under  a  power,  which  required  the  consent  of  five  trustees.  JJ?*?j]J^^jJ{  *^® 
The  bill  stated  that  four  trustees  had  executed  the  lease,  and  that  proceeded, 
the  fifth  trustee,  although  he  had  not  executed  the  lease,  ought, 
for  certain  reasons,  to  be  presumed  to  have  consented.    The 
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Sr  AiiAoiqr  Halt  iMd 
be  dnauncdy 

■lAe 


cftlw. 

by  dbg  condnct  of  the  ik  i  iiikiH,  ^o  had  the  nwti  ifit  of  the 
lease  in  bis  |im«wim,  and  the  BKaascf  detocdag  the  matake. 
Baft  be  coald  aoc  alk^  van!  of  kupatodge  or  advantage  lakca. 
It«»t 


inToiiiag  the  snaple  principle  of  eqiaitT  pleading  thai  no 
notice  could  be  taken  oi  the  proof  of  hets  of  iHiicb  no  notiee  aai 
gircn,  and  wbicb  the  opposite  partr,  theiefoie^  bad  no  <ipportamtj 
of  repdbng.  Bat  the  &ct,  of  wbieb  proof  was  tcndcRd  tber^ 
was  patent  to  both  sidea^  each  acting  on  a  ftlae  aasonsptiony  and 
no  eridence  as  to  that  het  addaccd  bj  either.  The  defimdaatt 
therefore,  conld  not  saj  it  waa  eridenee  of  a  £Mt  wbidi,  by  tbe 
statement  misleading  bim,  be  waa  ^it*  M^  firom  controverting. 
The  qnestioQ  was  anpRJadiccd,  and  all  parties  were  on  an  eqnality. 
Therefore,  without  the  violation  of  anj  rale,  he  migbt  direct  the 
eanse  to  stand  over,  and  dcdare  that  tbe  p^^*"**^  was  to  be  at 
libcrtj  to  file  a  snpplementai  bill,  placing  bn  titk  upon  the  tree 
fitft,  it  appearing  on  tbe  |Hodnction  of  tbe  deed  in  Govt,  that  it 
dnlj  executed  (a). 


bin  to  he  filed.  He  sud  that  if 
the  fiurt  WIS  not  admitted,  hut 
was  &pi2ted,  he  miKht  direct  att 
issue  without  requiring  an  ad£* 
tiooal  record  in  tiie  first  instance 
He  had  some  dilfenllf  at  iiil, 
bat  be^ 


(a)  It  is  worthy  of  note  that  Sir 
Anthony  Hart  thought,  that  if  the 
fact  of  the  fifUi  trustee  having 
executed  the  lease  by  sealing  and 
deCrering  it,  had  been  disputed, 
be  could  have  mrected  an  issne 
without  reqmring  a  sopplemental 
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This  b  one  of  the  few  cases,  in  which  the  reasoning  of  Sir  An-  1846. 
ihony  Hart  fails  to  bring  conTictiou  to  the  author's  mind.  Had  m'Mahon  «. 
the  execution  of  the  lease  by  the  fifth  trustee  been  a  fact  with  Burchkll. 
which  the  plaintiff  could  not,  wHh  reasonable  diligence,  have 
bedome  acquainted  before  the  hearing,  then  there  might  have 
been  a  satisfactory  reason  for  the  order,  which  Sir  Anthony  Hart 
intimated  that  it  was  his  design  to  make.  But  when  it  is  recol- 
lected that  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the  lease,  that  this 
document  constituted  the  whole  of  his  title,  that  the  execution  by 
the  fifth  trustee  was  patent  on  the  face  of  it,  and  it  was  through 
the  plaintiff's  own  strange  blunder  and  neglect  that  this  circum- 
stance was  not  brought  forward,  and  that  an  allegation  entirely 
the  reverse  was  placed  upon  the  record — ^it  seems  hard  to  recon- 
cile the  liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  with  those  general 
principles,  by  which  courts  of  justice  haye  always  professed  to  be 
governed,  and  a  departure  from  which  can  very  rarely  be  jus- 
tified. 


The  foregoing  cases  of  Jones  v.  JoneSy  and  Sadler  t.  Lovatt,  objection  that 
with  the  author's  remarks  thereon,  were  already  in  type  before  there  w«i  no 
his  attention  was  drawn  to  McNeill  v.  Cahill,  2  Bligh,  O.  S.  228.  S^^to^ 
There  the  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  warrant  the 
Chancery  in  Ireland  against  the  personal  representative  of  his  J^I^^J.^. 
father,  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  joined  with  his  father  in  the  dence  haying 
sale  of  a  certain  estate  in  Scotland  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  been  held  valid, 
that,  by  a  deed  on  record  in  Scotland,  it  was  stipulated  that  after  Lords  affiims 
the  payment  of  the  debts,  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money  ?"  ^"^^  **- 
should  be  vested  in  securities  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  tion  for  leaTe 
his  family.     The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  the  purchase-money  to  file  a  nipple- 

niAnffll  Villi  fnr 

of  the  estate.  The  defendant  by  his  answer  denied  that  the  thepurpoaeof 
plaintiff  joined  in  the  sale  of  the  estate,  and  alleged  that  the  supplying  the 
father  was  seised  in  fee.  The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before 
Lord  Manners,  when  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  read  a  deed  dated 
in  1743,  by  which  the  estate  was  settled,  and  also  certain  pro- 
ceedings in  1 769  in  the  Courts  of  Scotland,  by  which  an  inhibition 
was  obtained,  restraining  the  father  from  selling,  aliening,  or  en- 
cumbering the  estate.  The  Court,  however,  would  not  permit 
the  plaintiff  to  read  the  settlement  of  1743,  nor  the  inhibition  of 
1769,  inasmuch  as  the  same  had  not  been  put  in  issue  by  the 

frame  a  decretal  order  to  put  the  requiring  a  supplemental  bill  to 
fact,  if  disputed,  in  a  course  of  in-  be  filed  to  put  the  due  execution 
quiry,  by  directing  a  trial,  without     in  issue  in  the  first  instance. 
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pleadings.  The  plaintiff  then  presented  a  petition  for  leave  to 
file  a  supplemental  bill  in  aid  of  a  re-hearing,  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  in  issue  the  settlement  of  1743  and  the  inhibition  of 
1769.  This  petition  was  opposed  by  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  been  fully  aware,  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  of  the  marriage  settlement  of  1743, 
and  of  his  rights  thereunder.  The  petition  having  been  re- 
fused by  Lord  Manners,  the  plaintiff  thereupon  appealed  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  contending  that  the  Court  below  ought  to  hare 
allowed  the  plaintiff  to  put  in  issue  the  deed,  inhibition,  and 
other  proceedings  in  Scotland.  Lord  Bedesdale,  in  moving 
the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  siud,  that  when  the  cause 
came  before  the  Court  in  Lreland,  the  deeds  of  1743  being  the 
settlement  of  the  estate,  and  the  proceedings  in  Scotland,  were 
offered  in  evidence.  It  was  objected  that  there  was  no  allegation 
in  the  bill  to  warrant  the  production  of  such  evidence,  and  the 
objection  was  held  valid  by  the  Court.  A  petition  was  then  pre- 
sented praying  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  the  defect.  The  prayer  of  that  petition  was  properly 
refused. 

Jones  V.  Jones  was  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  the  appellant  in 
McNeill  V.  CahiU;  and  this  circumstance,  it  is  apprehended,  most 
completely  dissipate  any  doubt,  which  that  case  may  have  occa- 
sionally raised  in  the  mind  of  the  student  and  young  practitioner. 


MaifoaAMDA. 


Memoranda, 


Sittings  of  the 
Court. 


The  day  on  which  Her  Majesty's  birthday  was  kept 
(27th  May)  falling  during  the  term,  tho  Court  of  Chancery 
did  not  sit,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor,  under  the  10th  General 
Orders  of  May,  1845,  by  Special  Order  directed  the  offices 
to  be  closed  on  that  day.  The  Court  did  not  sit  in  the  in- 
terval between  the  end  of  Easter  Term  and  the  begmning 
of  Trinity  Term.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  sat  as  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  nine 
days  in  the  month  of  June  and  two  days  in  the  month  of 
July.  The  Court  rose  for  the  Long  Vacation  on  the  5th 
day  of  August. 
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"  On  the  5th  July  the  Lord  Chancellor  made  the  usual         1847^ 
annual  order  for  closing  the  Accountant-General's  OflBce.  Memoranda. 
The  order  directed  the  oflSce  to  be  closed  from  Tuesday  Closing  of  the 
the  17th  day  of  August  until  Friday  the  29th  day  of  October,  ceScrars" 
and  that  no  purchase,  sale,  &c.  should  be  made  during  that  ^^^' 
time  unless  the  Registrar's  certificate  were  left  at  the 
Office,  before  Monday,  9th  of  August  then  next,  and  that 
no  order  for  payment  of  money  out  of  Court  should  be  re- 
ceived by  the  Accountant-General  after  Tuesday  the  10th 
day  of  August  then  next, — E.  D.  Colville." 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Wigrara  was  the  Vacation  Judge.  Vacation 
"  Lord  Chancellor,  4th  August,  1847.  Notice  is  hereby  ^"'^^• 
given,  that  during  the  ensuing  vacation  all  applications  to 
the  Court  of  Chancery  are  to  be  made  to  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor Sir  James  Wigram,  who  will  fix  the  time  and  place 
to  receive  the  counsel,  or  solicitors,  concerned  in  any  mo- 
tion, or  other  matters  required  to  be  heard, — E,  D.  Colville." 

In  March  causes  were  transferred  from  the  paper  of  the  Transfers  of 
Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the  paper  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  <*"^®'' 
for  the  purpose  of  being  afterwards  transferred  to  the  paper 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce.  In  April  causes  were 
transferred  from  the  paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  Eng- 
land to  the  paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wigi*am.  Five 
days  previous  to  this  transfer  a  list  of  the  causes  intended 
to  be  transferred  was  exhibited  in  the  Registrar's  Office, 
with  notice  of  an  exception  of  such  causes  as  the  parties 
concerned,  might  wish  to  have  retained  in  the  list  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  on  the  ground  that  briefs  had 
been  delivered  to,  and  consultations  held  with,  counsel 
practising  only  in  his  Honour's  court.  In  June  causes  were 
again  transferred  from  the  paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England  to  the  paper  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram, 

The  appeals  set  down  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  had  at  state  of  busi- 
the  end  of  July  been  all  heard.    The  cause  paper  of  the  "^"' 
Master  of  the  Rolls  was  exhausted  at  the  end  of  Easter  Term, 
and  again  at  the  end  of  the  month  of  July.     The  cause  book 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  was  also  said  to  be  ex- 
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appeals  heard 
by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  tad 
number  of 
appeals  heard 
by  Lord  Lynd* 
hurst  in  equal 
periods  of  time. 


Jiausted  at  the  end  of  the  month  of  July ;  but  from  peculiar 
circumstancea,  which  it  is  not  expedient  to  discuss  at  present, 
it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  the  re^  state  of  business  in  his 
Honour's  court,  Were,  however,  business  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed there,  as  in  the  courts  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and 
the  other  Vice-Chancellors,  it  is  certain  that,  when  the 
holidays  began,  there  would  have  been  no  anear  of  any 
kind.  But  for  reasons  sufficiently  notoriouSi  one  third  of 
Trinity  Term  was  entirely  lost,  and  subsequently  the  waste 
of  time  exceeded  even  that  large  proportion.  It  is  under- 
stood that  several  heavy  causes  have  been  adjourned  to 
Michaelmas  Term,  and  that  there  is  a  considerable  arrear 
of  motions.  Since  Christmas  last  the  Vice-Chanoellors 
Knight  Bruce  and  Wigram  have,  on  several  occasions,  ad- 
journed their  courts  for  short  periods,  the  whole  of  the 
business  ready  for  hearing  having  been  disposed  of. 

The  period  of  one  year  and  thirty  days  commencing  the 
7th  July,  1846,  and  ending  the  5th  August,  1847,  will  be 
always  memorable  in  the  annals  of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
The  details  of  the  history  of  this  period  cannot,  for  reasons 
which  will  readily  suggest  themselves,  be  now  published. 
But,  should  the  writer  live  a  few  years  longer,  the  useful 
example,  which  they  will  affi)rd  to  those,  who  may  hereafter 
preside  in  the  court,  shall  not  be  lost  for  want  of  a  chro- 
nicler. At  present  no  more  can  be  stated  than  that  from 
the  7th  July,  1846,  to  the  5th  of  August,  1847,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  heard  the  unparalleled  number  of  121  aj^ieals. 
The  number  of  appeals  heard  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  during  a 
corresponding  period  of  one  year  and  thirty  days  from  the 
7th  June,  1845,  to  6th  July,  1846,  is  23.  The  quantity 
of  miscellaneous  business  disposed  of  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
from  the  7th  July,  1846,  to  the  5th  of  August,  1847,  is  not 
disproportionate  to  the  quantity  of  business,  technically  de- 
signated appeals,  disposed  of  by  His  Lordship  during  that 
period.  The  author  has  reports  and  notes  of  109  mattera, 
not  belonging  to  the  business  t.echnically  designated  i^peah, 
which  have  been  discussed  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  from 
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the  7th  July,  1846,  to  the  6th  of  August,  1847,  in  addition         1S47> 
to  such  reports  and  notes  of  matters  of  that  kind  belonging  Memoranda. 
to  the  same  period,  as  are  contained  in  the  present  volume. 

On  the  13  th  April  there  was  issued  a  General  Order  to  General  Order, 
prevent  the  abuse  of  the  liberty  enjoyed  by  a  plaintiff,  of  X847. 
meeting  a  motion  to  dismisa,  by  an  order  of  course  for  leave 
to  amend  (a). 

On  the  21st  of  April  there  was  issuedaOeneralOrder  to  the  General  Order, 
ensuing  effect: — Whereas  Andrew  Henry  Lynch,  Esq.,  one  i„  consequence* 
of  the  Masters  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  did  on  the  ^(^^l/^f^^' 
25th  day  of  March  last  resign  his  office  as  one  of  the  said  Lynch,  one  of 
Masters.    And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  provision  should  the  Ck>urt. 
be  made  for  the  due  despatch  of  such  causes  and  matters  as 
stand  referred  to  him ;  The  Lord  Chancellor  doth  order  that  all 
causes  and  matters  which  stand  referred  to  the  said  Andrew 
Henry  Lynch  be  transferred  to  John  Edmund  Dowdeswell, 
Esq. ;  William  Wingfield,  Esq. ;  James  William  Farrer, 
Esq.;    Sir  Oiffin  Wilson,  Knight;    William  Brougham, 
Esq. ;  Nassau  William  Senior,  Esq. ;  Samuel  Duckworth, 
Esq.;    Sir  William  Home,  Knight;    Sir  George  Rose, 
Knight ;    and  Richard  Richards,  Esq. ;   some  or  one  of 
them,  to  be  taken  by  them  respectively,  in  such  order  as 
the  senior  Master  of  the  said  Court  shall  direct.     And  his 
Lordship  doth  further  order  that  the  said  Masters,  to  whom 
such  causes  and  matters  shall  respectively  be  assigned,  do 
proceed  and  act  therein  as  the  said  Andrew  Henry  Lynch 
was  to  have  done ;  and  for  that  purpose  all  Looks,  papers, 
deeds,  writings,  and  accounts,  that  concern  the  causes  and 
other  matters,  which  formerly  stood  referred  to  the  said 
Andrew  Henry  Lynch,  shall  be  transferred  to  the  said 
Maaters  respectively,  to  whom  the  said  cause  and  matters 
shall  be  so  assigned  as  aforesaid;  And  this  order  is  to 

(a)  Ses  ''The  Case  of  Arnold  v.  1845,  decided  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
Arnold,  on  the  Conetruction  of  cellor«  8th  May,  1847/'  printed 
Order  10,  Article  33,  and  Order  by  the  author  as  a  pamphlet  (pp. 
66  of  the  General  Orden  of  May,      19). 
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ducing  the  "  Clerici  (a)  honesti  et  circumspecti,  Domino  1847. 
Regi  jurati,  qui  in  legibus  ct  consuetudinibus  Anglicanis  Memoranda. 
notitiain  habeant  pleniorem  (Collatoralcs  et  Socii  Caucellarii- 
Praccep tores)"  to  their  ancient  number  (6). — 10th  and  11th 
Viet.  c.  97 :  An  Act  for  the  Discontinuance  of  the  Attend- 
ance of  the  Masters  in  Ordinary  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery  in  the  Public  Office,  and  for  transferring  the 
Business  of  such  Public  Office  to  the  Affidavit  Office  in 
Chancery. — 10th  and  11th  Vict.  c.  102:  An  Act  to 
abolish  the  Court  of  Review  in  Bankruptcy  and  to  make 
Alterations  in  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy 
and  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors. — 10th  and  11th 
Vict.  c.  96 :  An  Act  for  better  securing  Trust  Funds  and 
for  the  Relief  of  Trustees. 

A  recent  Report  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  Im-  Public  Record 
provement  of  the  Metropolis  must  not  be  excluded  from  these  bidlTuwrn^wtc 
Memoranda.      It  recommends   that   the   Public   Record  of  Rolla  Estate. 
Office  should  be  built  upon  the  site  of  the  Rolls  estate  (c). 


(a)  ''Leg  Clercs  le  Roi  de  la 
ChauDcellerie — Les  Mestres  de  la 
Chauncellerie."— Pari.  Roll.  4 
Ed.  III. 

(ft)  The  '*  duodecim  Clerici  de 
prim&  form^  ad  robas  in  Cancel- 
lariA  Domini  Regis." — 12  Ric.  2. 

The  "  duodecim  Ordinarii  Ma- 
gistri  sive  Clerici  presentee  in 
CvLvik  Cancellarise." — Hen.  V. 

"  The  Masters  of  the  Chancery 
in  ordinary  shall  be  only  six  in 


number,  to  be  now,  and  from  time 
to  time,  appointed  by  the  Lord 
Protector  for  the  time  being." — 
Scobell's  Ordinances,  1654. 

(c)  In  1832  the  author  pub- 
lished A  Proposal  for  the  Erection 
of  a  General  Record  Office,  Judges' 
Hall  and  Chambers,  and  other 
Buildings  on  the  Site  of  the  Rolls 
Estate.  The  book  has  long  been 
out  of  print. 


APPENDIX. 


Ranken  v.  Harwood,  ante,  page  294. — In  the  note  is  a  reference 
to  the  Appendix  to  the  present  volume.  The  writer  cannot  at 
present  carry  into  effect  his  intention  of  examining^  ahstracting, 
and  arranging  the  class  of  cases  to  which  Ranken  v.  Harwood 
belongs. 

Cohmbine  y.  Chichester,  ante,  page  310,  in  the  note. — It  is 
there  stated  that  the  author  has,  according  to  his  habit,  abstracted 
and  arranged  the  cases  and  dicta  at  common  law  and  in  equity 
connected  with  the  subject  of  that  note — the  sale  of  railway  scrip 
certificates — and  that  they  will  form  part  of  the  present  volume. 
The  cases  and  dicta  abstracted  and  arranged  by  him  are  so 
numerous,  that  it  is  found  that  they  cannot  be  inserted  in  this 
Appendix  without  rendering  the  volume  one  of  most  inconvenient 
bulk. 


Strange  v.  Brennan,  mentioned  ante,  page  70,  to  be  reported 
in  a  subsequent  page  of  this  volume,  is  printed  vol.  2,  page  1,  of 
the  present  work. 


Brooke*s  Abridgment,  Privileges,  1,  6,  40  ;  1  C.  P.  Ck)op.  5. —  Brooke's  Abrid. 
The  passages  in  Brooke's  Abridgment  under  the  head  "Privi-  ^^^^^w 
leges"  are  taken,  as  the  marginal  references  show,  from  the  Year  20.— 20  Hen.' 
Books.    The  following  is  a  translation  of  so  much  of  the  passages  ^*  3.— 10 
(the  first  being  translated  from  the  Tear  Book  and  the  two  last 
from  Brooke)  as  relates  to  the  argument  in  Attomey-Creneral  r. 
Skinnerif  Company, 

Year  Book,  27  Hen.  YIII.  20.  If  I  am  impleaded  here,  and  my 
servant,  who  comes  with  me,  is  arrested  he  shall  be  privileged ;  or  if 
my  farmer  (fermour)  comes  to  me,  and  brings  money  to  me  to  de- 
fend or  maintain  my  suit,  and  he  is  arrested,  he  shall  be  privileged. 
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Year  Book,  20  Hen.  M.  3.  Askon^  [J.  C.  P.]  and  Fuhhorpe 
[J.  C.  P.] :  When  a  man  comes  tohaodon,  circa  secCam  snam,  he  and 
bis  horses,  and  his  goods  necessaij  for  his  joomer,  shall  be  pri^i- 
leged,  hut  not  his  merchandizes.  Bat  per  Newton  [C.  J.  C.  P.]  &c. 

Year  Book,  10  Ed.  IV.  4.  He,  who  rides  with  his  master  to 
London  and  brings  back  his  horses,  shall  be  priTileged. 


Tlie  instances  seem  to  have  been  extremely  nomerons,  in  which 
parties  did  not  aTsil  themselves  of  the  aid  of  an  attorney 
(rcsponsalis  ad  lucrandum  et  perdendum) — in  early  times  under 
the  King's  writ — and  in  later  times  under  the  Statute  of  West- 
minster. Our  progenitors,  although  they  always  consulted 
'*  sages  gents  de  que  home  poit  aver  counsaile  pur  son  donnant," 
yet  were  wont  to  follow  their  suits  in  person ;  neither  attorneys, 
nor  apprentices,  nor  Serjeants  (counters  or  narrators)  "  sachant  le 
ley  del  realme,  que  8er\'ent  al  people  a  pronouncer  et  defender  les 
actions  en  judgement,  pur  ceux  que  mitteront  pur  loier"  seem  to 
have  possessed  their  entire  confidence  (a).  Sir  Francis  Palgrave, 
in  the  Second  Part  of  the  Rise  and  Progress  of  the  English 
Commonwealth,  has  printed  the  narrative  of  a  suit,  brought  in  the 
reign  of  Henry  the  Second,    by  Bichard    de  Anesty  against 


(o)  The  Statute  of  Westminster 
the  First  affords  no  weak  pre- 
sumption that  it  was  not  ^I'ithout 
cause  that  *'  Serjeants,  countours 
et  autrcs "  did  not  possess  the 
entire  coniidence  of  our  progeni- 
tors. "Pur\-ueu  est  ensement 
que*  si  nul  serjaunt  Countour  ou 
autn^  face  nul  manere  decevte  ou 
collusion  [que  sont]  en  la  Court 
le  ReY»  ou  consente  de  fere  la  en 
decevte  de  la  Court  por  eu^gner 
la  Court  ou  la  (^artie,  et  de  ceo 
»eit  ateint«  K>r»  ert  la  prison  de 
uu  an  et  de  un  jour,  et  m<«  ne  seit 
oy  en  U  i\>ttr  a  conter  par  nulv ; 
•I  si  c«i>  ecrt  autr»  qiie  Contour  par 
ittecHiie  la  luattere  eTt  b  prvson  de 
wn  au  <rt  vW  un  jowr  al  uKUkk  Et 
«i  W  li>(«|«»  dewavuikie  jcmnone 
yieiiaev  «ii  a  U  vvte»  V  Key.'* — 


Seven  years  after  "les  Esta- 
blisementz  le  Rey  Edward,  le  fitz 
le  Rey  Henry,  fetz  a  Weymoster, 
a  son  primer  parlement  general 
apres  son  corounement,"  the 
king  thus  enjoined  the  "Capitalis 
Justiciarius"  andhis  colleagues : — 
"  de  attomatis  et  apprentidis  do- 
minus  Rex  injunxit  J.  de  Meting, 
ham  et  sociis  suis,  quod  ipd  per 
eorum  discretionem  provideant  et 
ordinent  certnm  numerum  de 
quoHbet  com.  de  mdioribns  et 
legalioribus  el  bbentios  addiacen- 
tibus,  secundum  quodintdlexerint 
quod  cniie  sue  et  pc^mlo  de  rqgno 
asehusTakfe  potent  et  ma|iia  com- 
modmnfiieiit.  £t  quod  ipai,  qnos 
adhoe  efegchat,  cur.  sequantor,  et 
$e  de  iM)(0C£t8  incadem  curia  in- 
trominaBt  et  a£  boq.'^— Rjley, 
KM. 
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Mabel  de  Francheville  for  the  land  of  William  de  Sackville.  The 
autograph  (in  Latin)  is  preserved  in  the  Chapter  House,  West- 
minster. The  ensuing  fragments  are  extracted,  partly  for  the  in- 
struction,  and  partly  for  the  entertainment  of  the  student. 

"  These  are  the  costs  and  charges,  which  I,  Richard  de  Anesty  Fragments  of  a 
bestowed,  in  recovering  the  land  of  William,  my  uncle,  to  wit — In  P^^*  '*•'; 
the  first  place  I  sent  a  man  of  mine  own  into  Normandy,  for  the  in  the  reign  of 

King's  writ,  whereby  I  impleaded  my  adyersaries,  and  he  spent  P®?\!'*'  ^^^ 
11/.  1   .     .1    .  .  *  *     A     1  -r  1        11      ^  ,  ,  -f .       he  followed  in 

half  a  mark  m  that  journey.    *  *    And  I  heard  that  Ralph  Bnto  person— 1158 

was  about  to  cross  the  water :  so  I  followed  him  to  Southampton,  — ^^^' 
for  the  sake  of  speaking  to  him  in  order  that  he  might  purchase 
for  me  the  King's  writ,  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  twenty-two 
shillings,  and  lost  a  palfrey,  which  I  had  bought  for  fifteen  shil- 
lings. And  having  returned  from  thence  I  went  to  Ongar,  and 
deUvered  the  writ  to  Richard  de  Luci  [one  of  the  Justiciaries 
of  England],  who  having  seen  and  heard  the  same,  gave  me 
a  day  for  pleading  at  Northampton.  And  I  sent  Nicholas,  my 
clerk,  for  Greoffrey  de  Tregoz  and  for  Albreda  his  sister,  to  wit, 
she  who  had  been  my  uncle's  wife, — whom  he  found  at  Bemey, 
in  Norfolk ;  and  in  that  journey  he  spent  fifteen  shillings  and 
lost  one  pack-horse,  which  I  had  bought  for  nine  shillings.  And 
when  he  came  back,  I  went  to  Northampton  to  open  my  pleadings, 
with  my  friends  and  mj  helpers ;  and  in  that  journey  I  spent 
fifly-four  shillings.  Hence  Richard  de  Lucy  gave  me  another 
day  at  Southampton,  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  fifly-seven  shil- 
lings ;  and  in  that  same  journey  I  lost  one  pack-horse  worth 
twelve  shillings.  *  *  And  1  went  for  Master  Ambrose,  who 
was  then  with  the  Abbot  of  St.  Alban's  in  Norfolk ;  and  in  that 
journey  I  spent  nine  shillings  and  four  pence.  And  I  sent  Samp- 
son, my  chaplain,  unto  Buckingham  for  Master  Petrus  de  Melide; 
and  in  that  journey  he  lost  his  palfrey,  which  I  made  good  to 
him  for  one  mark  of  silver,  and  he  spent  seven  shillings  there. 
Having  thus  got  at  the  aforesaid  clerks,  I  kept  my  day  with  my 
helpers  at  London ;  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  ^\e  marks  of 
silver.  Thence  a  day  was  given  me ;  And  in  the  meanwhile  I  sent 
John^  my  brother,  beyond  the  seas  to  the  King's  Court,  because 
it  was  told  to  me  that  my  adversaries  had  purchased  the  King's 
writ,  exempting  them  from  pleading  until  the  King  should  return 
to  England ;  and  therefore  I  sent  my  brother  for  another  writ^ 
lest  my  pleadings  should  be  stayed  on  account  of  the  writ  obtained 
by  my  adversaries ;  and  in  that  journey  my  brother  spent  three 
marks  of  silver.  *  *  And  I  kept  my  day  at  London  with  my 
clerks^  and  my  witnesses,  and  my  friends,  and  my  helpers,  and  there 
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I  remaiiied  for  four  days  pleadiiig  everj  day ;  and  in  that  journey 
I  spent  one  hundred  and  three  shilUngs.    Thence  a  day  was 
giren  me;  And  when  I  kept  my  day  at  Canterbury,  my  adirer* 
earies  said  that  they  wocdd  not  plead,  on  account  of  the  sammons 
of  the  King^s  army  for  [the  expedition  against]  Tonlonse ;  and  in 
this  journey  I  spent  thirty-dght  shillings,  and  departed  without 
a  day.    And  I  followed  the  King  and  found  him  at  Arinlarinm 
[perhaps  Aurilar  in  Oascony. — F.  P.]»  and  in  this  journey  did  I 
tarry  for  thirteen  weeks  before  I  could  obtain  the  King^s  writ 
for  proceeding  with  the  pleadings  i  and  in  that  journey  I  spent 
four  pounds  of  silrer  and  ten  shillings.     *  *    And  in  the  rnean^ 
while  I  sent  Blaster  Sampson,  my  chaplain,  to  Lincoln  for  Master 
Peter,  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  half  a  mark.    And  when  the 
day  of  my  plea  arrived,  I  could  not  appear  in  consequence  of  my 
illness,  but  I  sent  my  essoigners  who  essoigned  me  at  Canterbury  i 
and  in  that  journey  1  spent  ten  shillings.    *  *    And  I  kept  my 
day  at  London ;  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  forty-three  shillings. 
From  thence  a  day  was  given  me ;  And  in  the  meanwhile  I  sent 
Bobertus  de  Fum',  and  Richard  de  Mard,  for  GkKUrey  de  Mard ; 
in  which  journey  I  spent  ten  shillings,  and  Robert  de  Fum'  lost  a 
palft^  worth  two  marks.    *  *    And  from  Fareham  I  brought 
back  with  me  Master  Giordano  Fantasma  and  Nicholas  de  Chan- 
dos,  in  order  that  they  might  testify  vivi  voce.     And  I  kept  my 
day  prepared  for  my  pleadings  at  London ;  and  there  I  spent 
thirteen  shillings  and  four  pence.     And  in  the  meanwhile  I  my- 
self went  for  Master  Peter,  who  was  then  at  Stafford ;  and  in  that 
journey  I  spent  twenty  shillings  and  seven  pence.     And  I  sent 
Sampson,  my  chaplain,  for  Master  Stephen  de  Binham,  whom  he 
found  at  Norwich ;  in  which  journey  he  spent  nine  shillings.  And 
thence  I  kept  my  day  at  Canterbury,  prepared  for  pleading,  with 
my  clerks,  and  my  witnesses,  and  my  friends,  and  my  helpers ; 
in  which  journey  I  spent  four  pounds  and  twelve  shiUings,  be- 
cause we  were  pleading  there  for  two  days.     *  *     In  the  mean- 
while I  crossed  the  water,  in  order  that  I  might  solicit  a  licence 
from  our  Lord  the  King.     And  in  that  journey  I  lost  a  palf^, 
which  I  had  bought  for  sixteen  shillings  ;  and  I  spent  six  marks 
and  five  shillings.     And  a  day  was  given  me  for  receiving  my 
writ ;   at  which  day  I  came  and  received  my  writ,  but  without 
seal,  in  order  that  I  might  show  the  same  to  my  advocates,  and 
obtain  their  opinion  whether  it  was  according  to  law ;  in  which 
journey  1  spent  fifteen  shillings.     And  afterwards  I  sent  that 
same  writ  by  Sampson,  my  chaplain,  to  Lincoln,  to  show  it  to 
Master  Peter  de  Melide ;  and  in  that  journey  he  spent  five  shil- 
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lings  and  sixpence.  And  afterwards  I  sent  the  same  writ  to 
Master  Ambrose,  whom  the  messenger  found  at  Binham;  in 
which  journey  he  spent  eighteen  shillings.  And  the  writ  being 
corrected  hj  my  adrocates,  I  carried  the  same  back  again,  in 
order  that  it  might  be  sealed ;  and  having  seen  the  writ,  they  re- 
fosed  to  seal  such  a  one,  but  they  gave  me  another  without  seal. 
*  *  And  then  I  sent  the  writ  again  by  Sampson,  my  chaplain, 
to  Master  Peter ;  in  which  journey  he  spent  half  a  mark  of  silrer. 
I  then  sent  the  same  writ  again  to  Master  Ambrose,  at  St. 
Alban's.  And,  their  advice  being  received,  and  the  writ  corrected, 
I  went,  &c.  and  my  writ  was  sealed ;  and  in  this  journey  I  spent 
ten  shillings.  And  when  I  came  back,  I  sent  John,  my  brother, 
to  Winchester,  &c.  And  I  myself  went,  &c.  and  in  that  journey  I 
spent  seventeen  shillings,  and  John  spent  nine  shillings.  And  m 
second  time  and  a  third  time  did  1  send  my  brother  to  Winchester 
before  I  could  have  an  available  writ ;  and  in  those  two  journeys  he 
spent  nineteen  shillings.  *  *  And  a  day  was  fixed  for  me  to  plead 
at  Westminster ;  And  I  kept  my  day,  with  my  advocates,  and  my 
Mends,  and  my  witnesses,  and  my  helpers  ;  and  there  we  tarried 
three  days  before  we  pleaded,  on  account  of  the  King's  commands, 
&c.  and  in  that  joiimey  1  spent  four  pounds  and  ten  shillings. 
From  thence  they  gave  me  a  day ;  And  in  the  meanwhile  I  sent 
John,  my  brother,  for  Grodfrey  de  Marci,  in  order  that  he  might 
attend  as  my  witness ;  and  he  could  not  come,  because  he  was 
ill,  but  he  sent  his  son  in  his  place ;  and  in  that  journey  John, 
my  brother,  lost  a  palfrey,  which  he  had  bought  for  fifteen  shil- 
lings, and  he  spent  seven  shillings  and  six  pence.  On  the  ap- 
pointed day  I  came  to  London,  prepared  and  ready  for  pleadings 
because  I  thought  I  should  then  obtain  my  judgment ;  and  there 
we  tarried  five  days ;  and  there  I  spent  one  hundred  and  four 
shillings.  *  *  And  they  gave  me  a  day  at  Oxford,  and  I  kept 
my  day ;  and  I  tarried  there  for  nine  days  before  I  could  obtain 
my  instrument ;  and  there  I  spent  thirty-four  shillings.  And 
having  received  the  writ,  but  without  seal,  I  carried  the  same  to 
Master  Peter  at  Lincoln,  in  order  that  he  might  correct  it ;  and 
in  that  journey  I  spent  one  mark  of  silver.  The  writ  being  oor^ 
recCed,  1  carried  the  same,  &c.  And  with  these  instruments  I 
proceeded  to  my  Lord  Bichard  de  Lucy,  whom  I  found  at  Rum«* 
sey ;  and  there  I  awaited  the  return  of  the  King,  who  was  about 
to  oome  back  from  Normandy.  Thence  I  followed  the  Court  for 
three  weeks  before  I  could  make  fine  with  the  King;  and  in  that 
jonmey  I  spent  five  marks  of  silver.  *  *  After  I  had  fined  with 
the  King,  my  Lord  Richard  de  Luoy,by  the  King's  precept,  gave  me 
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a  day  for  pleading  at  London^  and  there  was  then  a  Council.  And 
I  came  there  with  my  friends  and  my  helpers ;  and  because  he 
could  not  attend  to  this  plea  on  account  of  the  King's  business,  I 
tarried  there  for  four  days,  and  there  I  spent  fifty  shilUngs. 
From  thence,  he  gave  me  a  day;  And  then  the  King  and  my  Lord 
Richard  de  Lucy  were  at  Windsor  ;  and  at  that  day  I  came  with 
my  friends  and  my  helpers,  as  many  as  I  could  have.  And  in  the 
meanwhile  I  sent  my  brother  for  Ranulphus  de  Glanville  [he  was 
not  Justiciar  until  1 178]  whereby  he  lost  a  palfrey,  which  he  had 
bought  for  twenty  shillings,  and  he  spent  half  a  mark  in  this 
journey.  And  because  my  Lord  Richard  de  Lucy  could  not  at- 
tend to  this  plea  on  account  of  the  plea  Henry  de  Essex,  the  judg- 
ment was  postponed  until  the  King  should  come  to  Reading ;  And 
at  Reading  in  like  manner  it  was  postponed  from  day  to  day  until 
he  should  come  to  Walingford  ;  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  six 
pounds  and  five  shillings.  And  from  thence,  because  my  Lord 
Richard  was  going  with  the  King  to  Wales,  he  removed  my  plea, 
&c.,  and  there  I  came ;  and  in  that  journey  I  spent  thirty-five 
shillings  and  seven  pence.  And  because  I  could  not  get  on  at  all 
with  my  plea,  I  sent  to  my  Lord  Richard  in  Wales,  to  the  end 
that  he  might  order  that  my  plea  should  not  be  delayed.  And 
then  by  his  writ  he  ordered  Ogerus  Dapifer  and  Ralph  Brito,  that 
without  delay  they  should  do  justice  to  me.  And  they  gave  me  a 
day  at  London  ;  and  that  messenger  spent  five  shillings.  I  kept 
my  day  therefore  with  my  friends  and  my  helpers  ;  when  I  spent 
twenty  seven  shillings  and  four  pence.  From  thence,  my  adver- 
saries were  summoned  by  the  King's  writ  and  also  by  my  Lord 
Richard's  writ,  that  they  should  come  before  the  King.  And  we 
came  before  the  King  at  Woodstock,  and  there  we  remained  for 
eight  days ;  and  at  last,  thanks  to  our  Lord  the  King,  and  by 
judgment  of  his  court,  my  uncle's  land  was  adjudged  to  me; 
and  there  I  spent  seven  pounds  ten  shiUings.  These  are  the 
gifts  which  I  gave  to  the  pleaders  and  the  clerks  who  helped  me  *  * 
and  to  Master  Peter  de  MeHde,  ten  marks,  and  a  gold  ring  worth 
half  a  mark  of  silver ;  and  to  Master  Robert  de  Chimai,  one 
mark  ;  and  in  the  King's  court  I  spent  in  gifts  in  gold  and  silver, 
and  in  horses,  sixteen  marks  and  a  half;  and  I  gave  forty  shillings 
to  Master  Peter  de  Littlebury ;  and  amongst  the  other  pleaders, 
my  neighbours,  who  were  accustomed  to  come  to  my  plea,  I  spent 
in  gifts  of  money  and  horses,  twelve  marks  and  an  half;  to  Ralph, 
the  King's  physician,  I  gave  thirty-six  marks  and  an  half;  to  the 
King  an  hundred  marks ;  and  to  the  Queen  one  mark  of  gold. 
In  the  first  year  of  my  plea,  when  I  sent  John,  my  brother, 
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beyond  seas  for  the  King's  writ,  1  borrowed  the  forty  shillings, 
which  I  spent,  from  Vives,  the  Jew  of  Cambridge,  upon  usance, 
a  groat  a  week  for  the  pound ;  and  I  kept  the  moneys  during 
fourteen  months,  and  I  rendered  for  hire  of  the  same  thirty 
seven  shillings  and  fourpence,"  &c. 

Then  follows  an  account  of  moneys  borrowed  upon  usance  from 
Comitessa,  the  Jewess  of  Cambridge;  Bon-Enfaunt,  the  Jew; 
Dieu-laCresse,  the  Jew;  Jacob,  the  Jew  of  Newport;  Hakelot 
the  Jew ;  Benedict,  the  Jew  of  London ;  Bruno,  the  Jew ; 
Mirabella,  the  Jewess  of  Newport,  &c. 


"  The  institution  of  these  '  family  funds'  seems  to  hare  been  Dutch  "  Family 
very  common  in  Holland  prior  to  the  introduction  there  of  the  '""*"• 
French  Codes."  1  C.  P.  Coop.  59. — A  short  account  of  these 
''family  funds"  will  be  given  in  the  Appendix  to  the  second 
volume  of  the  present  work. 


"Michaelis,  Pastoret,  Selden,  Mittermaier,  Mendelssohn,  Thiel." 
1  C.  P.  Coop.  60. 

"  Michaclis." — Commentaries  on  the  Laws  of  Moses,  by  the 
late  Sir  John  David  Michaelis,  K.P.S.,  F,R,S,,  Professor  of  Phi- 
losophy  in  the  University  of  Got  tiny  en.  Translated  from  the 
German,  by  Alexander  Smith,  D,D.  :  London,  4  vols,  8vo. 

The  Commentaries  arc  divided  into  Books,  Chapters,  and  Ar- 
ticles. The  Articles,  which  have  the  most  interest  for  the  com- 
parative jurist,  arc  the  following  : — Concerning  the  prohibition  of 
the  alienation  of  land,  and  the  year  of  the  Jubilee — the  sons  in- 
herited all,  the  daughters  nothing — exceptions  to  this  rule— of 
the  division  of  the  inheritance  amongst  the  sons-— of  testaments 
— of  sale,  exchange,  cession,  and  donation — of  property — rights 
of  fathers — rights  of  the  first-bom  son  over  his  brothers  and 
sisters — of  marriage,  and  the  purchase  of  wives — ^general  remarks 
on  the  present  application  of  the  Mosaic  laws  to  the  marriages 
of  near  relations — concerning  divorce—of  provision  for  the  wife 
after  the  husband's  death— of  the  rights  of  the  Goel  (a),  and 

(a)  Vmj — not  here  "  vindex,"  but  will,  he  may  redeem  what  he  had 

"  cognatus."  "  If  thy  brother  sell  sold."    This  relates  to  one  of  the 

his  possession,  and  his  kinsman  most  curious  points  in  the  law  of 

[VfcO — iyx^rrt^yt  ^  ^«f«*'  o^rfp—  real   property  contained  in  the 

genere  proximus — not  post  genere  code  of  the  great  Legislator, 
proximum — post  Goelem— VfcOo] 
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oonconuDg  guardians — judicial  procedure  in  cases  of  debt— 
l^;al  execution  and  its  objects — imprisonment  not  used  to  enforce 
payment— of  pledge— of  suretyship — of  things  given  to  another 
in  trust — ^the  laws  respecting  things  found — ^iaws  reUttve  to 
houses — ^whether  advocates  were  employed—of  witnesses. 

Considering  one  of  the  designs  of  this  work  (the  reader  can,  it  is 
imagined^  be  in  no  doubt  what  that  design  is^  although  nowhere 
expressly  announced :  it  was  the  design  both  of  Plowden  and  of 
Coke,  in  their  reports — ^to  mention  which,  however,  in  connexion 
with  the  present  volume,  savours  of  presumption),  it  is  not, 
perhaps,  unworthy  of  record,  that  the  author  has  always  as- 
cribed his  partiality  for  comparative  jurisprudence  to  the  acqui- 
ritioD,  when  very  yoimg,  of  copies  of  the  Samaritan  Pentateuch, 
edited  by  Dr.  Blayney,  and  Parkhurst's  Hebrew  and  English 
Lexicon.  Some  of  his  earliest  attempts  at  English  composition 
(they  are  still  in  existence)  are  short  dissertations  on  little  points 
in  the  Mosaic  system  of  law.  At  that  time  the  work  of  Michaehs 
had  not  been  published  in  English,  and  there  was  not  a  copy  of 
the  ''  Mosaisches  Becht "  on  sale  in  Oxford  or  London  (a).  The 
translation  of  Dr.  Alexander  Smith  was  not  printed  until  1814. 
The  author  has  always  deemed  it  a  fortunate  circumstance  for 
himself,  that  the  work  did  not  appear  at  an  earlier  period.  He 
had  a  foolish  intention  to  propose  the  Hebrew  Pentateuch  as  a 
subject  for  his  examination  in  the  Schools,  and  was  only  deterred 
by  certain  difficulties,  which  the  possession  of  the  Commentaries 
of  the  eminent  German  biblical  critic  and  orientalist  would  have 
removed.  A  devotion  of  more  time  to  such  studies  would,  without 
question,  have  retarded,  and  perhaps  have  entirely  prevented,  the 
acquisition  of  other  kinds  of  knowledge,  more  useful  to  one,  who 
was  destined  to  become  a  practising  barrister. 

"  Pastoret." — Histoire  de  la  Legislation  par  M,  le  Margins  de 
Pastoret,  Pair  de  France.     11  vols.  Paris,  1817—1837. 

*'  Selden.** — De  Successionibus  in  Bona  Defiincti  ad  Leges 
JSbraeorum.  Works  like  the  Treatises  of  Selden  de  Sucessionibus 
and  the  Uxor  Ebraica  {Uxor  Ebraica,  sen  de  Nuptiis  et  DivortOs 
ex  Jure  Civili,  id  est  IHvino  et  Talmudico  Veterum  Ebraeorum)  (b), 


(a)  Dr.  Smith  mentions  in  his 
preface,  that  be  had  long  sought 
In  vain  for  a  copy  of  the  "  Mo- 
saisches Recht;"  and  he  expresses 
his  acknowledgments  to  the  late 
Dr.  Adam  Clarke  for  his  anxious 
exertions  to  procure  him  a  copy. 


(fi)  Stupenda  et  Christianis  qwisi 
inaudita  Karaeorutn  seu  Jndttomm 
Scriptuariorum  de  Incestn  dogmata 
interseruntur,  Accedtmt  nompamca 
de  contrakendis  solvendiique  ma- 
trimonOs  Paganorum,  Makumedth 
norvni,  atque  Ckriatianorvm,  id^ 
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are  now  rarely  consulted,  and  still  more  rarely  read.  Yet  tliey 
will  never  cease  to  have  their  use.  The  philosophic  jurist  finds 
in  such  treatises  materials,  which  it  would  have  required  the 
labour  of  a  life  to  collect;  and  it  is  from  them,  that  he  not 
unfrequently  takes  his  most  apt  and  striking  examples. 

"  Mittermaier." — Grundidtze  de$  gemdnem  deuUchen  Privai- 
rechts  mit  EimclUuM  des  HandeU — WechseU — und  Seerechts,  wm 
J>r,  Mittermaier,  Gekeimen  Hqfrathe  und  Professor  au  Heidelberg, 
2  vols.  8vo.  Landshut,  1827,  3rd  edition.  Professor  Mittermaier 
is  one  of  the  editors  of  the  Kritieehe  Zeitechrift  fur  BeehUwie' 
eensckaft  und  Qeeetzgehung  dee  Auelandee,  Heidelberg.  This  work 
was  commenced  in  1829,  and  has  been  regularly  continued  to  the 
present  time.  It  contains  learned  and  instructive  articles  on  the 
laws  of  all  the  German  States,  England,  France,  Holland,  Belgium, 
Sweden,  Denmark,  Norway,  the  Swiss  Cantons,  Spain,  Portugal, 
Russia,  Poland,  Hungary,  Bohemia,  the  Papal  States,  Tuscany, 
Sardinia,  the  two  Sicilies,  Greece,  the  Ionian  Islands,  America, 
Brazil,  Polynesia,  East  Indies,  &c. 

"Mendelssohn." — Ritualgiaetge  der  Juden,  hetreffend  Erih- 
echaften,  Formundechaftesachen,  Teatamente  und  Ehesaehen,  in 
90  weit  eie  doe  Mein  und  Dein  angehen,  Entworfen  von  Moeee 
Mendelssohn,  auf  Veranlassung  und  unter  Aufsicht  R,  Hirschel 
Lewin,  Oher^Rabhiners  su  Berlin.  Berlin,  1826.  8vo.  5th, 
edit. 

"Tbiel." — Principia  Jurisprudentiae  Judaicaeper  Germaniam 
C&mmunis,  sen  Conspectus  Jurium  et  Ohligationum  Judaeorum  in 
Germania  Singularium,  coUegit  et  secundum  diversas  Jurisprudent 
ti€e  partes  distribuit  Jo,  Siegism,  Tkiel,  Jur,  Cand,  Halle,  1 790. 
8vo. 

There  are  copies  of  Pastoret,  Mittermaier,  Mendelssohn,  and 
Thiel  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Library. 


"  It  must  now  be  considered  as  the  settled  rule  with  regard  to 
voluntary  deeds,  that  where  the  right  of  the  plaintiflF  rests  merely 
in  contract,  where  no  estate  passes,  but  there  is  merely  an  agree- 
ment— as  to  convey  land,  to  transfer  stock,  to  assign  a  bond- debt, 
or  other  chose  in  action,  this  Court  will  not  interfere.  This  is 
the  principle  upon  which  the  recent  decisions  in  di£ferent  branches 
of  the  Court  have  proceeded ;  and  there  is  not  the  slightest  intention 

ex  Jure  turn  Casareo  aliarumque  qua  sive  ex  Ebraeorum  moribus 
Gentium  eomplurium,  tum  Pontifi"  dejluxerunt,  itoe  eis  eognata  vide^ 
CIO,  #0111  Orieniis  quam  Oecidentis,     aniur. 


1»1 


T  vsieiT  dttnzed,  where  there  ha« 

JK  laoii.  a  transfer  of  the  stock,  rm 

;  ta«i  the  cesrn:  que  trust  mar 

r-  Tiaci-.  mil  'ie  TrisCc^  Eiar  nle  his  bill 

^    piftwwnirr  ngim-<r   ."-r •r-.'r-'r ^  Claimants." 

■J.  P.  C;«:t.  3*UM  li-t.  i.-'i.     Argraaient 

— Qi!  siciii:rs  Trer.d  Mr.  Siz:-:»Q5  {lo  whcse 

a^  ProifeseicEi  owi*   Rifp«;ra  exiendinz  over  a 

.»  rhan  i  -joar^er  :e  i  o^hiiItt    has  rrinteJ  tvol. 

..  ::e  nipsaniitr  paaaaa*.  3ry*VTg::  iw  rhe  remark  thit 

.  X  is  iocniErd'i,  ia  sirccrj*!  r-r  the  acthoririrs." 

IT  Jacob,  wiio.  i"  will  be  ?e€=.  wia  The  leadiiis  ct-URS*! 

TdpimJenCdh.  txsed  ic  speak  ±  i^rm^.  irLich.  t'rozii   his 

.axxnon.  miiriic  be  resarieii  as   Terr  Liuiarorv  of  the 

naameii'-     1  C.  P.  Cxic-  p«w  '-':-*  —  lr.'r'.     There  are, 

'.  soce  pjins  :f  ihac  Argrrei::,,  :he  aaroiacT  of  which  maj 

btT  he  bjjJiZd'L 


*  L:ri  Reuc:aJale  saiJ,  Uicnd'fM.  r.  Z^jr^i  AfineiUij^  2  Sch.  i 
£rff-  o.>*.S  tLi:  'i.-.  L*  a  ciLscake  L*  pt:ia:  ot'  Lmgu-i^  to  say  tliat 
joun?  ot  e,;i"."  cu'r:  zicre."  '.-v  i;u\.g^'  :.^  the  Stritutes  of  Limi- 
acitvc.-?,  0.0."  I  1.'.  P.  L •.!.[..  IJ.r. — A  nicinLcr  cf  tLe  New  York 
Bar  5»::iir:  tinric  jir.Oc  niaic  a  o/in-iurloaiion  to  the  author  on  ilie 
su'jjooL  of  tiiO  a«x^:ri:*.c.  laid  Jo-wn  bj  LorJ  Re\les<IaIo  in  this  well 
known  case.  The  avith-r  is  aware  how  much  the  subject  has 
IjcC'i;  lii^:.;"^^* -I  in  America.  IIl^  impression  has  al'.tavs  heen, 
that  til '  lr-a:iiiis  llnzli^h  cases  hare  bcv  n  followed  bv  iho  Americaa 
Conrts.  It  is  nut  ioiprubablc  that,  before  the  present  work  is 
temiinated,  some  ojiportunitv  will  occur  of  considering  the  matter. 


"  Duke  of  Wharton,"  1  C.  P.  Coop.  240.— Horace  Walpole 
(Roy.  and  Nob.  Aut.)  has  annexed  to  an  anecdote  respecting  the 
Duke  of  Wharton's  speech  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  thinl 
rCfiding  of  the  Bill  of  Pains  and  Penalties  against  Bishop  Atter- 
bnry,  another  anecdote,  which  belongs  to  the  class,  legal  "  Ana." 
The  anecdote  respecting  the  Dnke  (the  British  Clodius,  as  he 
has  been  called,  the  supposed  Lovelace  of  Richardson)  is  that  his 
Grace,  then  in  opposition  to  the  Court,  went  to  the  Minister  (Sir 
Robert  Walpole)  the  day  before  the  last  debate  on  that  Prelate's 
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affairs,  and  acting  contrition,  he  professed  being  determined  to 
work  out  his  pardon  at  Court,  by  speaking  against  the  Bishop,  in 
order  to  which  he  begged  some  hints.  The  Minister  was  de- 
ceiTed,  and  went  through  the  whole  cause  with  him,  pointing  out 
where  the  strength  of  the  argument  lay,  and  where  its  weakness. 
The  Duke  was  very  thankful,  returned  to  town,  passed  the  night 
in  drinking  and  without  going  to  bed,  went  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
where  he  spoke  for  the  Bishop,  recapitulating  in  the  most  mas- 
terly manner  and  answering  all  that  had  been  urged  against  him. 

The  anecdote,  which  Horace  Walpole  has  annexed  to  the  fore- 
going anecdote,  is  as  follows : —"Serjeant  Wynne  served  the  Bishop 
in  much  the  same  manner.  Being  his  counsel,  he  desired  to  see 
the  Bishop's  speech,  and  then  spoke  the  substance  of  it  himself." — 
Mr.  Park,  in  his  edition  of  the  Royal  and  Noble  Authors,  observes 
that  "this  fallacious  aspersion  was  fully  refuted  by  Edward  Wynne, 
Esq.,  the  son  of  Serjeant  Wynne,  in  some  observations  on  the  se- 
cond edition  of  this  Catalogue  of  Royal  and  Noble  Authors,  written 
in  justice  to  the  memory  of  the  person  aspersed,  and  printed  with 
a  Miscellany  of  Law  Tracts,  entitled  'Eunomus,'  in  1765.'* 

Mr.  Edward  W3ame  was  the  author  of  a  Miscellany  containing 
several  Law  Tracts,  viz. :  1 .  Observations  on  Fitzherbert's  Natura 
Breviiun.  2.  An  Enquiry  concerning  the  Reason  of  the  Distinction, 
the  Law  has  made  in  Cases  of  Theft,  between  Things  annexed  to 
the  Freehold  and  Things  severed  from  it.  3.  An  Argument  on 
behalf  of  the  imlimited  Extension  of  Collateral  Consanguinity. 
4.  An  Account  of  the  Trial  of  the  Pix.  5.  Observations  on  the 
Antiquity  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  with  a  Journal  of  the  Court, 
held  in  the  Summer  1761,  before  the  Coronation  of  their  present 
Majesties.  6.  An  Ainswer  to  two  Passages  in  the  Catalogue  of 
Royal  and  Noble  Authors,  by  another  hand.  7.  Observations 
on  the  Antiquity  and  Dignity  of  the  Degree  of  Seijeant-at-Law, 
from  a  MS.  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Wynne's. — This  Miscellany  was 
not  published  for  sale,  Mr.  Wynne  having  printed  but  a  very 
few  copies  for  particular  friends.  It  forms  one  vol.  8vo.  The 
author  possesses  the  last  article— Observations  on  the  Degree  of 
Serjeant-at-Law— extending  from  page  223  to  page  387 — the  end 
of  the  book.  It  is  the  only  part  of  the  volume  that  the  author, 
when  a  collector,  could  succeed  in  procuring. 

Of  course  Mr.  Park  is  mistaken  about  Eunomus.  That  work 
waa  published  in  a  separate  form,  and  for  the  first  time  in 
1767(a),  4  vols.  12mo. 

(a)  In  Clarke's  Bibliotheca  Le-  tannica,  this  is  the  date  assigned 
gum  and  WatU'  Bibliotheca  Bri-      to  the  first  edition.    The  copy  in 

Q  Q 
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Having  mentioned  Eunomus,  the  author  cannot  forbear  to 
transfer  to  these  pages  the  character  given  of  it  hj  Brooke 
(Bibl.  Leg.  Angl.)  sixty  years  ago.  Brooke  says,  an  author, 
who  has  very  much  illustrated  the  principles  of  our  laws  and 
constitution,  and  given  an  instructive  and  rational  account  of 
the  several  branches  into  which  the  practice  of  the  law  is  divided, 
and  has  also  recommended,  with  much  learning  and  elegance,  a 
Uberal  and  enlarged  method  of  study  in  that  science,  pointing 
out  its  necessary  connection  with  the  other  branches  of  literature, 
is  the  writer  of  Eunomus,  or  Dialogues  upon  the  Law  and  Con- 
stitution of  England. — Brooke  then  makes  a  remark,  which  is 
still  in  great  measure  applicable  to  Eunomus,  although  five  edi- 
tions of  it  have  now  been  published.  Brooke  says  that  Eunomus, 
Arom  its  having  been  chiefly  written  before  the  Commentaries  of 
Blackstone — ^and  from  having  appeared  some  time  after,  is  less 
generally  known  than  its  acknowledged  merits  as  a  literary  pro- 
duction indisputably  entitle  it  to  be. 

There  are  few  legal  works,  whether  English  or  foreign,  which 
the  author  recollects  to  have  read  with  a  pleasure  equal  to  that, 
which  was  produced  by  the  perusal  of  Eunomus. 


"  Dr.  Johnson  has  made  the  case  of  Stiles  v.  The  Attorney- 
General,  2  Atk.  151,  not  less  known  to  the  reader  of  the  Lives 
of  the  Poets  than  it  is  to  the  lawyer.*'  1  C.  P.  Coop.  241. — "It 
will  surprise  you  to  see  me  cite  second  Atkins,  Case  136,  Stilei 
V.  The  Attorney-General,  March  14,  1 740,  as  authority  for  the 
life  of  a  poet.  But  biographers  do  not  always  find  sudi  certain 
guides  as  the  oaths  of  the  persons,  whom  they  record.  Chan- 
cellor Hardwicke  was  to  determine,  whether  two  annuities 
granted  by  the  Duke  of  Wharton  to  Young  were  for  l^;al 
considerations.  One  accounted  for  his  Grace's  bounty  in  a 
style  princely  and  commendable,  if  not  legal, — *  considering  that 
the  publick  good  is  advanced  by  the  encouragement  of  learning 
and  the  polite  arts,  and  being  pleased  therein  with  the  attempts 
of  Dr.  Young,  in  consideration  thereof,  and  of  the  love  I  bear 
him,'  &c."  (a). 

the  possession  of  the  author  has,  p.  299.    Young's  life  was  written 

however,  the  date  of  1774.    Ac-  by  Sir  Herbert  Croft,  in  a  letter 

cording  to  Clarke  this  was  the  addressed  by  him  to  Johnson,  and 

second  edition.    Bridgman  (Leg.  dated  Lincoln's  Inn,  September, 

Bibliog.)  says  Eunomus  was  first  1780.    Croft  says  in  a  postscript, 

printed  in  1774.  dated  Oxford,  Oct.  1782,  that  for 

(a)  Johnson's  Works,  vol.  xi.,  the  Church,  after  which  he  had  al- 
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"Merlin/'— 1  C.  P.  Coop.  339.— Rfperfoire  Vniversel  et  Rax- 
9annS  de  Jurisprudence.  Third  edition,  Paris,  1807-1809,  13  vols. 
4to.-^Becueil  Alphah^tique  dea  Questions  de  Droit  qui  se  pr(' 
sentent  le  plus  friquemment  dans  les  TribunmiXf  Paris,  9  vols.  4to. 
Les  Ans  11-13  de  la  Republique. — SuppUment  au  Recueil  Alpha- 
hitique  des  Questions  de  Droit  qui  se  prhentent  le  plus  JH- 
quemment  dans  les  Trihunaux,  Paris,  4  vols.  4to.  1810.  There 
are  copies  of  these  works  of  Merlin  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Library. 


"  Remarks  on  some  passages  in  Mr.  Daniell's  Chancery 
Practice,"  1  C.  P.  Coop,  pages  460—463. — The  advertisement 
to  the  second  volume  of  Mr.  Daniell's  Chancery  Practice,  contains 
the  following  passages : — "  The  author  avails  himself  of  the 
present  opportunity  to  notice  an  inaccuracy  which  has  inad- 
vertently crept  into  a  passage  in  the  former  part  of  this  work ; 
and  to  which  his  attention  has  been  drawn  by  a  note  of  Mr. 
Cooper's,  in  the  last  number  of  his  Reports  (C.  P.  Cooper's 
Reports,  part  3,  p.  460).  The  inaccuracy  alluded  to  will  be 
found  in  the  first  volume  of  the  present  Treatise,  [Daniell,  vol.  1,  p. 
539,]  and  consists  in  a  mis-calculation  of  the  time  allowed  to  a 
plaintiff,  under  the  New  Orders,  to  except  to  an  answer  and  to 
procure  an  order  to  amend.  The  passage,  in  which  it  occurs,  was 
introduced  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  26th  Order  of  December,  1833,  was  founded;  and  the 
mistake  consists  in  the  author  having  assumed  that  the  difficulty, 
which  the  above  Order  was  intended  to  obviate,  would  arise  in  a 
case  in  which  the  answer  should  be  filed  on  the  30th  of  November, 
(vide  ante,  [Daniell]  vol.  i.  p.  539.)  Whereas  the  case  assumed 
ought  to  have  been  made  one  in  which  the  answer  would,  under 
the  4th  Order  of  1828,  be  deemed  complete  on  the  30th  of 
November ;  in  which  case  the  difficulty  intended  to  be  obviated 
would  have  arisen,  (which  the  author  admits  would  not  have  been 
the  case,  as  Mr.  Cooper  has  clearly  pointed  out,  had  the  answer 
been  filed  on  that  day.)  If  the  answer  had  been  filed  so  as  to  be 
deemed  complete  on  the  30th  of  November,  in  that  case,  under 
the  Orders  as  they  stood  prior  to  December,  1833,  the  plaintiff 

ways  longed,  he  was  going  to  give  Johnson  to  correct  the  press  of 

in  exchange  the  Bar  [he  bad  been  the  Life  of  Young.    His  answer 

called  to  the  Bar  by  the  Society  of  was,  "  No,  sir ;  you  shall  do  it  all 

Lincoln's  Inn,  November,  1775]*  yourself.    If  I  touch  it,  the  dogs 

though  not  at  so  late  a  period  of  will  say  I  wrote  it  for  you." — 

life  as  Young  took  orders  [Croft  Gent.  Mag.  vol.  Ixx.,  p.  225. 
did   take   orders].    Croft  asked 

aa2 
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would,  supposing  no  vacation  had  intervened,  haye  had  till  the 
first  day  of  Hilary  Term  following  for  filing  his  exceptions  ;  hut 
as  a  vacation  would  have  intervened  of,  say,  three  weeks,  those 
three  weeks  would,  under  the  19th  Order,  as  amended  in  1830, 
have  been  added  to  the  time  allowed  for  excepting,  which,  by  that 
means,  would  have  been  prolonged  to  the  1st  of  February.  In 
the  meantime,  however,  the  defendant,  under  the  13th  Order  of 
1828,  would  have  been  in  a  situation  to  move  to  dismiss  the 
bill  on  the  25th  of  January,  that  is,  a  week  before  the  time 
allowed  the  plaintiff,  by  the  4  th  Order,  for  delivering  exceptions 
had  elapsed,  which  the  author  apprehends  was  one  of  the  diffi- 
culties which  the  26th  Order  of  1833  was  intended  to  remedy." 

"The  author  begs  also  to  acknowledge  the  justice  of  Mr. 
Cooper's  observation  with  regard  to  Swin/en  v.  Swin/en,  3  Sim. 
384,  (cited  [Daniell]  vol.  i.  p.  539,)  and  that  the  difiiculty  in 
that  case  did  not  arise  under  the  amended  Orders  of  1828,.  but 
imder  the  original  Orders  as  they  stood  prior  to  such  amendment." 


Error  in  the 
names  of 
the  Chan- 
cellors men- 
tioned in  the 
translation  of 
two  cases  in  the 
Tear  Books, 
1  C.  P.  Coop. 
515,  525. 


**  Miscellaneous  Cases  and  Passages  in  the  Year  Books,  and 
Abridgments  of  Brooke  and  Fitzherbert,  literally  translated,  with 
Notes  from  Glanville,  Bracton,  Fleta,  and  Lyndwood."  1  C.  P. 
Coop.  513 — 562. — ^The  whole  of  these  translations  (forming  the 
first  fifty  pages  of  the  Appendix  to  those  Reports,  published  in 
1841)  were  made  in  the  preceding  autumn  at  a  small  watering 
place  on  the  coast  of  Sussex.  The  author  happened  to  have  with 
him  the  Judicial  Chronicle  (ante,  page  ci).  In  that  work, 
page  29,  will  be  found  these  passages  : — "  1457.  36  Hen.  VI. 
William  Wickham,  Bishop  of  Winchester,  Chancellor ;  Lawrence 
Booth,  Bishop  of  Durham,  Chancellor.  1460.  39  Hen.  VI. 
George  Nevil,  Bishop  of  Exeter,  Chancellor.  1468.  8  Ed.  IV.  Ro- 
bert Stillington,  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  Chancellor."—"  1475. 
15  Ed.  IV.  Thomas  Rctheram,  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  Chancellor. 
1478.    18  Ed.  IV.  John  Morton,  Bishop  of  Ely,  Chancellor." 

It  is  to  these  passages  that  the  author  must  ascribe  the  two 
errors,  which  he  finds  in  the  names  of  the  Chancellors,  mentioned 
pages  515  and  525,  and  the  risk,  unwittingly  undergone,  of  i 
third  error,  in  the  name  of  a  Chancellor,  mentioned  page  527,  o( 
his  Reports. — Page  515.  "Obhgor  relieved  where  no  quid  pro 
quo — choses  in  action  not  yet  assignable  in  equity,  Year  Book, 
37  Hen.  VI."  William  of  Waynfleet  was  Chancellor  37  Hen. 
VI.  (a),  and  not  Lawrence  Booth,  Bishop  of  Durham. — Page  525. 

(a)  There  is  here  a  misprint  in      ferred  to  the  pages  of  the  Judicial 
Dugdale,  which  has  been  trans-      Chronicle.      "  Will.    Wickham, 
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"Will  of  feme  covertc,  Year  Book,  18  Ed.  IV."  Thomas  of 
Rotheram  was  Chancellor  18  £d.  lY.  and  not  John  Morton, 
Bishop  of  Ely ;  Morton  was  then  only  Master  of  the  Rolls. — 
Page  527.  "  Feme  coverte — breach  of  trust.  Year  Book,  7  Ed. 
IV."  The  Judicial  Chronicle  stating  that  Robert  Stillington, 
Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells  did  not  become  Chancellor  until  8 
Ed.  IV.  the  author  did  not  hesitate  to  ascribe  this  decision 
(7  Ed.  IV.)  to  his  predecessor,  George  Neville,  Bishop  of  Exeter. 
But  Stillington  became  Chancellor  7  Ed.  IV.  (Dugdale  68) 
and  not  8  Ed.  IV.  as  the  Judicial  Chronicle  states,  and  a  little 
research  is  requisite  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  deci- 
sion in  question  was  that  of  Neville,  or  Stillington.  That  re- 
search will,  however,  show  that  the  author  is  right,  although  by 
mere  accident,  in  ascribing  it  to  Neville.  Neville  surrendered  the 
Great  Seal  on  being  advanced  to  the  See  of  York.  This  surren- 
der, according  to  Mr.  Hardy  and  the  Close  Roll  took  place 
8  June,  1467,  7  Ed.  IV.  But  the  Great  Seal,  according  to  the 
same  authority,  was  not  delivered  to  Stillington  until  the  20th  of 
the  same  month.  Now  the  case  in  question  was,  according  to 
the  Year  Book,  heard  Trinity  Term,  7  Ed.  IV.  1467,  and  upon 
reference  to  the  Tables  in  the  Chronology  of  History  by  Sir 
Harris  Nicolas  it  will  be  found,  that  in  the  year  1467  (old  Style), 
Trinity  Term  began  the  31st  day  of  May,  and  ended  the  15th  day  of 
June.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  decision  was  that  of  Neville. 


"  In  general,  however,  any  liberty  which  the  author  may  have 
taken  with  the  text  of  a  report  is  distinguished  by  brackets." 

I  C.  P.  Coop.  b7Q. — ^Without  this  liberty  innumerable  passages 
in  the  Reports  would,  to  use  the  language  which  the  author  has 
not  scrupled  here  to  apply  to  one  passage,  be  pure  nonsense. 

"  Ballow,"  ante,  page  xviii.  of  the  prefatory  matter. — ^The  en- 
suing is  the  further  extract  respecting  Ballow  from  the  Life  of 
Dr.  Johnson  by  Sir  John  Hawkins.  "  He  was  a  man  of  deep 
and  extensive  learning,  but  of  vulgar  manners,  and  being  of  a 
splenetic  temper  envied  Akenside  for  that  eloquence,  which  he 

Episc.  Winton.  constit.  Cancel.  The  Judicial  Chronicle  is  not  sin- 

II  Oct.  claus.  35  Hen.  6.  M.  10.  gular  in  this  error,  the  misprint 
in  dorso."  "  Waynfleet,"  [Wil-  having  been  transferred  to  the 
liam  Patten,  called  William  of  Catalogue  appended  by  Dugdale 
Waynfleet,  ante,  page  265,  Mag-  to  Seldcn's  Discourse  of  the  Office 
dalen  College  v.  Ward,^  should  of  Chancellor  (ante,  page  xcviii), 
be  read  for  "  Wickham."  Wil-  and  to  the  Chronica  Juridicialia, 
liam  of  Wickbam  was  Chancellor  8vo.  (ante,  page  xcix.) 

to  Edward  HI.  and  Richard  II. 
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displayed  in  his  conversationy  and  set  his  own  phraseology  very 
low.  Moreover  he  hated  him  for  his  republican  principles,  and, 
finally,  being  himself  a  man  of  solid  learning,  affected  to  treat 
him  as  a  pretender  to  literature,  and  made  it  his  study  to  provoke 
him.  One  evening  at  the  coifee-house  a  dispute  between  these 
two  persons  rose  so  high,  that  for  some  expressions  uttered  by 
Ballow,  Akenside  thought  himself  obliged  to  demand  an  apology, 
which  not  being  able  to  obtain,  he  sent  his  adversary  a  challenge 
in  writing.  Ballow,  a  little  deformed  man,  well  known  as  a 
saunterer  in  the  Park,  about  Westminster,  and  in  the  streets 
between  Charing  Cross  and  the  Houses  of  Parliament,  though 
remarkable  for  a  sword  of  an  unusual  length,  which  he  constantly 
wore  when  he  went  abroad,  had  no  inclination  for  fighting,  and 
declined  an  answer.  The  demand  of  satisfaction  was  followed  by 
several  attempts  on  the  part  of  Akenside  to  see  Ballow  at  his 
lodgings,  but  he  kept  close,  till  by  the  interposition  of  fiiends  the 
difference  could  be  adjusted.  By  his  conduct  in  this  business, 
Akenside  acquired  but  little  reputation  for  courage,  for  the  ac- 
commodation was  not  brought  about  by  any  concessions  of  Ins 
adversary,  but  by  a  resolution  from  which  neither  of  them  would 
depart,  for  one  would  not  fight  in  the  morning,  nor  the  other  in 
the  afternoon." 


^'  In  several  publications,  and  in  several  MS.  Collections,  which 
have  at  different  times  come  under  the  iauthor's  notice,  it  is 
stated  that  the  case  of  Stradling  p.  Stiles  was  written  by  Sir 
John  Fortescue  Aland,  &c,"  ante,  page  xxvi.  of  the  prefatory 
matter. — In  the  Biographical  Dictionary  by  Chalmers  (Revised 
edit.)  Art.  Aland  (Sir  John  rortescue) — Lord  Fortescue — (said  to 
be  abridged  from  a  desultory  account  in  the  preceding  edition  of 
that  dictionary),  it  is  stated  that  "  Sir  John  lived  in  habits  of  inti- 
macy with  Pope  and  his  associates ;  and  that  many  of  Pope's  letters 
to  him  are  published  in  Mr.  Bowles's  edition  of  the  works  of  that 
poet ;  and  that  he  also  furnished  Pope  with  the  admirable  bur 
lesque  of  Stradling  v.  Stiles.'*  (a) 

(a)  In  a  prior  passage,  Chal-      libels,  in  the  following  lines : — 

mers  says,    "We  may  presume         <  rpim'rous  by  nature,  of  the  rich 

our  hamster  shone  as  an  advocate  in  awe, 

with  meridian  lustre,  since    the  I  come  to  counsel  learned  in  the 


celebrated  Pope  has  recorded  his  law.' " 

name,  by  prefixing  it  to  his  Imi-  Chalmers  quotes  also  the  two  soc- 

tation   of  Horace,  (Sat.  II.  1,)  ceeding  lines,  printed  ante,  page 

and  distinguished  his  legal  abili-  zzvii,  in  the  note. 

ties,  by  asking  his  opinion,  as  to 
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A  recent  publication  belonging  to  the  literature  of  the  law^  is 
said  to  have  occasioned  the  remark  by  an  eminent  scholar,  that 
lawyers  in  those  works,  of  which  others  besides  themselves  can 
judge — in  works  partly  hterary  and  partly  juridical — have  fre- 
quently manifested  less  accuracy  in  details  than  might  reasonably 
be  looked  for  in  persons  professing  a  science  which,  notwithstand- 
ing any  pleasantry  to  the  contrary,  may  fairly  be  considered  as 
possessing  considerable  exactness. 

It  was  hardly  to  be  expected  that  in  a  work,  great  part  of 
which  is  compiled  from  materials,  with  which  the  author  of  it, 
from  his  previous  pursuits,  could  be  but  very  shghtly  acquainted, 
there  should  not  be  many  instances  of  a  want  of  accuracy.  But 
it  may  be  questioned,  whether  the  author  of  the  work  alluded  to, 
practising  lawyer  as  he  was  during  thirty-five  years,  has  any 
where  shown  negligence  equal  to  that  manifested  by  Park 
(ante,  page  xxvi.)  and  by  Chalmers  (in  the  passage  just  cited), 
(both  of  whom  followed  literature  as  a  profession,)  with  re- 
ference to  the  writer  of  the  renowned  case  of  the  black  and  white 
horses. 

Pope's  Letters  to  Fortescue  are  contained  in  the  1 0th  volume  of 
Bowles' s  edition  of  Pope' s  Works.  They  had  previously  been  pub- 
lished by  Polwhele  in  his  History  of  Devonshire  (vol.  i.  pp.  320 — 
325) — ^Bowles  introduces  them  as  Letters  from  Pope  to  Judge 
Fortescue,  "  who  had  been  so  often  mentioned."  The  title  given 
by  Bowles  to  the  letters  is,  "  Letters  to  William  Fortescue,  Esq." 
Roscoe  in  his  edition  of  Pope's  Works  has  omitted  the  addresses 
of  the  letters,  which  are  to  be  found  in  Polwhele,  and  have  been 
preserved  by  Bowles.  Some  of  them  must  find  a  place  here  as 
part  of  the  evidence  in  the  matter.  "To  William  Fortescue,  Esq. 
at  his  House  at  the  upper  end  of  Bell  Yard,  by  Lincoln's  Inn. — 
Speed.  To  William  Fortescue,  Esq.,  Member  of  Parliament,  at 
his  house  in  Bell  Yard,  near  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields.  To  William 
Fortescue,  Esq.,  in  Tom's  CoiFee  House,  in  Devereux  Court, 
near  the  Temple.  To  William  Fortescue,  Esq.,  at  his  Chambers, 
in  Harcourt  Buildings,  in  the  Inner  Temple.  To  the  Honour- 
able Mr.  Baron  Fortescue,  in  Bell  Yard,  by  Lincoln's  Inn.  To 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Fortescue,  at  his  house  in  Bell  Yard,  near 
Lincoln's  Inn.  To  the  Right  Hon.  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at 
the  Vineyard  in  Richmond,  &c." 

In  vol.  vii.  of  Pope's  Works  by  Bowles,  amongst  the  letters  to 
and  from  several  persons,  is  a  letter,  the  address  of  which  is  want- 
ing, but  which  Bowles  conjectures  to  have  been  vnritten  to  For- 
tescue,— "  probably  Fortescue  going  the  circuit."    To  a  passage 
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of  that  letter  there  is  appended  this  note — "  alluding  to  the 
humorous  case  of  the  Pye-bald  Horses  written  by  Fortescue." 

Bowles's  note  to  the  Specimen  of  Scriblerus'  Reports  (vol.  vi. 
page  299)  first  cites  Warton's  testimony  to  Stradling  v.  Stiles 
having  been  written  by  Mr.  Fortescue  (ante,  page  xxvi.)  and  then 
contains  this  statement :  ''  Fortescue  was  afterwards  a  judge. 
He  was  very  intimate  with  Pope  and  Gay,  particularly  Gay.  He 
was  a  man  of  great  humour,  talents  and  integrity.  He  is  men- 
tioned by  Jarvis  in  a  letter  to  Pope  (Bowles,  vol.  viii.  page  347) 
when  speaking  of  Lady  M.  W.  M.,  he  says,  "  Sedente  Gayo,  et 
ridente  Fortescuvio." 

There  is  no  wish  to  claim  for  lawyers  the  merit  of  greater  ac- 
curacy than  is  possessed  by  other  writers:  but  the  foregoing 
example,  it  is  apprehended,  sufficiently  demonstrates  that  if  signs 
of  negligence  are  occasionally  observed  in  pages,  that  proceed  Arom 
a  legal  pen,  defects  of  the  same  kind  exist  in  pages  written  by 
those,  whose  attention  was  never  distracted,  in  the  manner  in 
which  that  of  lawyers  generally  is,  during  the  best  part  of  life. 


It  may  be  mentioned  that  the  celebrated  letter  giving  an  ac- 
count of  the  fate  of  two  rustic  lovers  near  Stanton-Harcourt  (the 
subject  of  an  Episode  in  Thomson's  Summer),  sometimes  ascribed 
to  Gay  and  sometimes  to  Pope  (Roscoe  says  the  letter  was  ori- 
ginally a  joint  production  of  Pope  and  Gay),  was  addressed  to  Mr. 
Fortescue. — Pope's  Works  by  Roscoe,  vol.  x.  page  72.  Pope's 
Works  by  Bowles,  vol.  viii.  page  185. 


"Dugdale,"— ante,  page  xcix.  of  prefatory  matter. — Origines 
Juridiciales,  or  Historical  Memorials  of  the  English  Laws, 
Courts  of  Justice f  Forms  of  Tryal,  Punishement  in  Cases  Cri- 
minal, Law-Writers,  Law-Books,  Grants  and  Settlements  of 
Estates,  Degree  of  Serjeant,  Innes  of  Court  and  Chancery.  Also 
a  Chronologic  of  the  Lord  Chancelors  and  Keepers  of  the  Great 
Seal,  Lord  Treasurers,  Justices  Itinerant,  Justices  of  the  King*8 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  Masters  of 
the  Rolls,  King's  Attorneys  and  Sollicitors,  and  Serjeants-at- 
Law.     1671,  folio.     Second  Edit. 

Dugdale  in  the  Preface  states  the  following  as  one  of  the  rea- 
sons for  the  publication  of  his  work.  "  To  rectify  those  common 
and  ordinary  mistakes,  which  pass  for  good  and  current  amongst 
divers  young  students,  who  finding  in  the  antient  Year  Books  fre- 
quent authorities  for  opinions,  either  do  take  all  of  them  to  be 
judges  of  old^  or^  at  least,  are  not  able  to  distmguish  betwixt  the 
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judge  and  the  pleader.  And  not  only  so,  but,  which  is  much 
worse ;  viz.  in  not  being  well  acquainted  with  the  true  names  of 
the  judges  and  principal  lawyers  of  those  times,  do  take  those 
abbreviations  of  their  names  there  found  to  be  their  veiy  genuine 
and  proper  appellations,  id  est.  Mutt,  for  Mutford ;  Shard,  for 
Shardelow;  Scorb.  for  Scorburghe;  Aldeb.  Aldeburghe ;  Malb. 
for  Malberthorpe  ^  Hepp.  for  Heppescotes;  Cant*  for  Cante- 
l>ngge ;  Loved,  for  Lovedaj ;  Trev.  for  Trevaignion ;  Pam.  for 
Paming;  Stouff.  for  Stoufford ;  Bank,  for  Bankewell ;  Kells.  for 
KelleshuU  ;  Scott,  for  Scotere ;  Sad.  for.  Sadington ;  Hill,  for 
Hillarie ;  Toud.  for  Toudeby ;  Frisk,  for  Friskenye,  with  the  like : 
by  which  means,  not  only  their  right  and  true  names,  but  conse- 
quently their  so  well  deserving  memory  (whereunto  much  honour 
is  due)  is  utterly  buried  in  the  depth  of  oblivion." 


Ante,  page  1 .  ''  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  the  Book,  &c.'' 
— In  answer  to  the  Letter  of  F.  S.  A.,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
did  not  keep  on  his  hat.  It  is  the  chronicler  of  the  ceremonial 
observed  when  Lord  Rosslyn  took  the  oaths,  who  has  carefully 
noted  that  Lord  Alvanley  kept  on  his  hat  at  the  time  he  held  the 
book. — On  the  29th  January,  1793,  Lord  Loughborough  took  the 
oaths  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  Sir  Richard  Pepper  Arden,  Ejiight, 
Mai^ter  of  the  Rolls,  held  the  Evangelists,  and  the  Deputy  Clerk 
of  the  Crown  read  the  oaths.  His  Lordship  was  attended  into 
Court  by  Lord  Viscount  Stormont,  the  Earl  of  Carlisle,  the  Earl  of 
Buckinghamshire,  Lord  Damley,  Lord  Malmsbury,  Lord  Beau- 
champ,  the  Right  Honourable  WiUiam  Pitt,  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer,  the  Right  Honourable  Henry  Dundas,  one  of  the 
Secretaries  of  State,  and  the  Right  Honourable  Welbore  Ellis. 
Note. — ^The  Master  of  the  Rolls  kept  on  his  hat  at  the  time  he 
held  the  book. 


"  C.  P.  Cooper  on  the  Public  Records," — ante,  page  270. — An 
Account  of  the  most  Important  Public  Records  of  Cheat  Britain, 
and  the  Publications  of  the  Record  Commissioners,  together  with 
other  Miscellaneous,  Historical,  and  Antiquarian  Information. 
2  vols.  8vo.  London.  Baldwin  and  Cradock,  1832. — This  work 
has  long  been  out  of  print,  and  is  become  so  scarce  that  as  much 
as  five  guineas  has  been  given  for  a  copy.  There  is  a  copy  in. 
the  Library  of  Lincoln's  Inn.  The  following  are  the  contents  of 
the  two  volumes.  Vol.  I.  Chapter  I. — Introduction.  Chapter  2. 
—Parliamentary  Measures  for  the  Better  Preservation  and  Ar- 
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rangement  of  the  Public  Eecords. — Reports  from  Committees  ot 
the  House  of  Lords  and  House  of  Commons. — Early  Instances  of 
Directions  given  for  Arranging  the  Records  and  Providing  for 
their  Better  Security. — Registration. — Importance  and  Utility  of 
a  Knowledge  of  the  Public  Records. — Different  Record  Com- 
missions. Chapter  d.-*Accoimt  of  the  Formation,  Contents, 
and  Catalogues  of  the  Collection  of  Cottonian  MSS.  Chapter  4. 
— Account  of  the  Formation,  Contents,  and  Catalogues  of  the 
Collection  of  Harleian  MSS. — Letter  Written  by  Mr.  Nares, 
March,  1803.  Chapter  5. — Account  of  the  Lansdowne  MSS. 
and  Catalogues.  Chapter  6. — ^The  Statutes  of  the  Realm. — 
Former  Printed  Collections,  Translations,  and  Abridgments  of 
the  Statutes. — Plans  heretofore  proposed  for  an  Authentic  Pub- 
lication, or  for  the  Revision,  of  the  Statutes. — Of  the  Charters 
prefixed  to  the  Authentic  Collection  of  the  Statutes. — Of  the 
Matters  inserted  in  the  Authentic  Collection  of  Statutes,  and 
their  Arrangement. — Statutes — Ordinances.—- Of  the  Sources  from 
whence  the  several  Matters  were  taken. — Statute  Rolls. — Inrol- 
ments  of  Acts  of  Parliament. — ^Exemplifications  and  Transcripts 
by  Writ.— Original  Acts. — Rolls  of  Parliament. — ^The  Close, 
Patent,  Fine,  and  Charter  Rolls. — Books  of  Record. — Books  and 
Manuscripts  not  of  Record. — Of  the  Mode  used  in  Searching  for. 
Transcribing,  Collating,  Noting,  and  Printing  the  Text  of  the 
Statutes. — Of  the  Original  Language  of  the  Charters  and  Sta- 
tutes.— Of  the  Translation  in  the  Authentic  Collection  of  the 
Statutes. — Of  the  Collection  of  the  Statutes  of  Scotland  and  Ire- 
land, heretofore  published  by  Royal,  or  Parliamentary,  Authority. 
— Of  the  Methods  successively  adopted  for  Promulgating  the 
Statutes  before  and  since  the  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 
Revision  and  Consolidation  of  the  Statute  Law.  Chapter  7. — ^The 
Exon  Domesday. — The  Inquisitio  Eliensis. — The  Winton  Domes- 
day— and  the  Boldon  Book. — Publication  of  Domesday  Book.— 
Domesday  of  North  Wales.  Chapter  8. — ^Ancient  Placita. — 
Rolls  of  the  Curia  Regis. — Account  of  the  Publication  entitled 
Abbreviatio  Pladtorum. — Ancient  Placita  of  Ireland. — Description 
of  the  Early  Pleas  of  the  Crown. — Suggestions  for  Printing  the 
same  in  English. — List. — Extracts.  Chapter  9. — Account  of 
the  Exchequer  Rolls  called  Testa  de  N«vill,  or  Liber  Feodorum. 
Chapter  10. — Account  of  the  Hundred  Rolls  and  Rolls  of  Quo 
.  Warranto.  Chapter  1 1 . — Account  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Taxation 
of  Pope  Nicholas  IV. — Pope  Nicholas  the  Fourth's  Ecclesiastical 
Taxation  of  Ireland.  Chapter  12. — Account  of  the  Nonas  RoUs. 
Chapter  13.*— Account  of  the  Calendars  of  the  Charter  Bolls 
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and  of  the  Inquisitions  ad  Quod  Damnum. — Inquisitio  ad  quod 
Damnum.     Chapter  14. — Accoxmt  of  the  Calendar  of  the  Patent 
Rolb.— The  Charter  Rolls.—Patent  Rolls.— Close  Rolls.— Rolls 
of  France,  Rome  and  Almain. — Liberate  Rolls. — Norman  Rolls 
and  Gascon  Rolls. — Welsh  Rolls.— Fine  Rolls. — Redisseisin 
Rolls. — Confirmation  Rolls. — AyloiFe's  Calendars  of  Ancient 
Charters. — Patent  and  Close  Rolls  of  Ireland. — Chartce,  Privi- 
legia,  et  Immunitates  (Ireland). — Rotulorum  Patentium  et  Clau- 
sorum   Cancellarise  Hibernian  Calendarium. — Rotuli  Annales— 
Great  Rolls,  or  Pipe  Rolls.— Pipe  Rolls  of  Ireland.— The  Cartee 
Antiquse. — Short  Statement  of  the  Matter  to  be  Collected  from 
the  Parliament  Rolls.— Rolls  of  ParUament.— Writs  of  Election. 
— Statute  Rolls,  ParUamentary  Petitions,  Writs,  and  other  Pro- 
ceedings consequential  thereon.     Chapter  15. — ^The  Inquisitions 
Post  Mortem. — Account  of  the  Calendar  of  the  Inquisitions  Post 
Mortem. — Office  of  Escheator. — Inquitions  ad  quod  Damnum. — 
The  Early  Wills. — Sir  Thomas  Plomer's  Proposal  to  make  cer- 
tain Copies  of  Records  Legal  Evidence. — The  Irish  Inquisitions 
Post  Mortem. — Inquisitionum  in  Officio  Rotulorum  Cancellariae 
Hibemise  Asservatarum  Repertorium.     Chapter  16. — ^The  Ori- 
ginalia. — ^Account  of  the  Publication  of  the  Abstract  of  the  Ex- 
chequer Rolls  called  Originalia. — Powell's  Direction  for  Search  of 
Records  (Powell's)  Repertorie  of  Records.     Chapter  17. — ^Ac- 
count of  the  Valor  Ecclesiasticus. — ^Appendix  and  General  Index 
to  the  Five  Volumes  of  the  Valor  Ecclesiasticus. — Irish  Eccle- 
siastical Documents.     Chapter  18. — ^Account  of  the  Calendars  of 
the  Proceedings  in  Chancery  in  the  Reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth. — 
State  of  the  Records  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  preserved  at  the 
Tower. — Some  Particulars  respecting  the  Numbers  of  the  Suits 
instituted  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  at  Different  Periods.     Cor- 
rection of  an  Error  in  the  Lettres  sur  la  Cour  de  Chancellerie  (a). — 
Early  Irish  Chancery  Proceedings. — Early  Depositions.^ — Mas- 
ters' Reports  and  Affidavits. — ^The  Calendar  of  Chancery  Pro- 
ceedings printed  by  the  late  Mr.  Lysons,  in  octavo. — Increase  in 


(a)  Lettres  sur  la  Cour  de  la 
Chancellerie  cTAngleierre  et  sur 
quelques  points  de  la  jurisprudence 
Anglaise,  enrichies  de  Notes  etAp^ 
pendices,par  M.  C,P.  Cooper,  Avo- 
cat  Anglais,  et  publi^es,  avec  une 
introduction,  par  M.  P.  Royer^ 
CoUard,  Avocat  ^  la  Cour  Eoyale 
de  Paris,  Professeur  ^  la  Faculty 
de  Droit:   Paris  k  la  Librairie 


Treuttel  et  Wiirtz,  Rue  deBourbon, 
No.  1 7 ;  Strasbourg,  Grand'rue, 
No.  15;  Londres,  30,Soho  Square; 
Bruxelles,  Librairie  Parisienne, 
Rue  de  la  Madeline,  No.  438. 
1830.    8vo. 

M^me  Ouwage,  mis  en  rapport 
atec  la  Legislation  dee  Pays  Bom, 
Bruxelles :  Louis  Hauman  et 
Compagnie,  Libnures,  1831.  8yo. 
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the  Number  of  Searches  at  the  Tower  since  the  Publication  of 
the  Calendars.  Chapter  19. — Account  of  the  Publication,  en- 
titled, Ducatus  Lancastrise  Calendarium  Inquisitionum  Post  Mor- 
tem, &c. — ^Temporibus  Regum,  £dw.  I.,  Edw.  III.,  Ric.  II., 
Hen.  v..  Hen.  VI.,  Edw.  IV.,  Hen.  VII.,  Hen.  VIII.,  Edw.  VI. 
Eegin.  Mar.,  Phil,  et  Mar.,Eliz.,  Jac.  I.,  Car.  I. — A  Calendar  to 
the  Pleadings,  Surveys,  Depositions,  &c.  in  the  Reigns  of  Hen. 
VII.,  Hen.  VIII.,  Edw.  VI.,  Queen  Mary,  and  Phil,  and  Mary. 
Pars  Prima. — Pars  Secunda. — ^Pars  Tertia.  Addenda. — Cata- 
logues of  the  Cottonian,  Harleian,  and  Lansdowne  MSS. — The 
Statutes  of  the  Realm.— Correction  of  Passages  in  the  Report 
from  the  Committee  upon  Temporaiy  Laws,  May  1796,  and  in 
the  Lettres  sur  la  Cour  de  Chancellerie. — Collection  of  Sessionid 
Publications. — ^The  Statutes  of  Ireland. — Analysis  of  the  Rolls 
of  Placita  from  which  the  Abbreyiatio  Placitorum  was  Printed. — 
Analysis  of  Roll  of  Placita  of  27  Hen.  III. — The  Reasons  and 
Causes  of  Judgments. — ^Analysis  of  the  Number  of  Folios  con- 
tained on  the  Ancient  Placita  Coronae. — Nature  of  the  Present- 
ments made  by  the  Jury  to  the  Justices  Itinerant,  which  appear 
upon  the  Rolls  of  Placita  Coronae. — Hundred  Rolls  and  Rolls  of 
Quo  Warranto.— Pope  Nicholas'  Taxation. — Proposal  for  the 
Publication  of  the  Close  Rolls. — Subjects  which  occur  upon  the 
Close  Rolls. — ^Transcript  of  Portion  of  the  Close  Rolls,  36  Hen. 
III. — ^The  Close  Rolls. — Carte — Catalogue  des  RoUes  Cascons, 
&c. — Ancient  Records  of  Ireland. — Catalogue  of  the  Great  Rolls 
of  the  Pipe. — ^The  Inquisitions  Post  Mortem  at  the  Rolls  Chapel. 
— Proposal  for  the  Publication  of  the  Early  Wills. — Records. — 
Law  of  Evidence. — Indexes  to  Records. — Indenture  between 
William  de  Burstall  and  John  de  Waltham,  respecting  the  Cus- 
tody of  the  Chancery  Rolls,  5th  Rich.  II. — ^Ecclesiastical  Survey 
of  the  Possessions  of  the  Bishop  of  St.  David's. — Earliest  Chan- 
cery Petitions  or  Bills. — Instructions  of  Edward  IV.  to  Robert 
Kirkeham  when  appointed  Master  of  the  Rolls. — Calendars  of 
Chancery  Proceedings. — Letter  of  Mr.  Lysons  respecting  the 
Early  Chancery  Bills  or  Petitions. — Messrs.  Hoole  and  Cos- 
sarts'  MS.  Calendars  of  Chancery  Proceedings. 

Vol.  II.  Chapter  20. — The  Publication  of  the  Parliamentary 
Records. — A  Plan  for  the  Publication  of  the  Rolls  of  Parliament, 
accompanied  by  such  other  Records  as  may  illustrate  the  Ancient 
Constitution  and  Policy  of  the  Kingdom. — Index  to  the  Rolls  of 
Parliament,  Edition  of  1765. — Ancient  Manuscript  of  the  Modus 
tenendi  Parliamentum. — Materials  for  a  new  Edition  of  the  Par- 
liamentary Records. — The  Vetus  Codex. — Letter  Books  in  the 
Office  of  the  Town  Clerk  of  London. — Plan  of  the  work  usoall; 


APPENDIX,  597 

denominated  **  The  New  Edition  of  the  Rolls  of  Parliament." 
Chapter  21.— Account  of  the  Publication  entitled  The  Parlia- 
mentaiy  Writs,  and  Writs  of  Military  Summons ;  together  with 
the  Records  and  Muniments,  relating  to  the  Suit  and  Service  due 
and  performed  to  the  King's  High  Court  of  Parliament,  and  the 
Councils  of  the  Realm,  or  affording  Eyidence  of  Attendance 
given  at  Parliaments  and  Councils. — Extract  from  the  Retrospec- 
tive Review,  October,  1827. — Extract  from  the  Edinburgh  Review, 
October,  1827. — Extract  from  Nicolas — Observations  on  the  State 
of  Historical  Literature. — Extract  from  the  Appendix  to  Remarks 
submitted  by  Mr.  Palgrave  to  Lord  Melbourne,  in  Reply  to  the 
Pamphlet  of  Mr.  Nicolas. — Extract  from  a  Report  of  a  Committee 
of  the  Record  Board,  as  to  the  Utility  and  Expediency  of  con- 
tinuing the  Publication  of  the  Parliamentary  Writs. — Extract  from 
a  Report  of  the  Proceedings  of  the  Editor  of  the  Rolls  of  Parlia- 
ment, for  the  year  1830-31. — Collections  for  a  complete  Edition 
of  the  Rolls  and  Records  of  Parliament. — ^Tower. — Chapter- 
House. — British  Museum. — Public  Library,  Cambridge,  &c. — 
Specimens  of  Calendar  of  Returns  by  Indenture.  Chapter  22. — 
The  Foedera. — Origin  and  Progress  of  the  Work  entitled  the 
Fcedera. — Notices  of  the  original  edition  of  the  Foedera  in  the 
Acta  Eruditorum.  —  The  Acta  Rcgia. —  Letter  of  Mr.  Astle 
respecting  Rymer's  Work,  December,  1788. — ^The  Hague  Edition 
of  Rymer's  Fcedera. — Report  from  the  Lords'  Committees  on 
the  Public  Records,  April,  1719. — Materials  from  which  the 
Fcedera  is  composed,  and  Sources  from  whence  they  are  derived. 
— Comparative  Merits  of  the  different  Editions  through  which 
the  Fcedera  has  passed. — Necessity  of  a  new  Edition. — The  Col- 
lectanea of  Rymer  in  the  British  Museum. — Of  the  present 
Edition  of  the  Foedera,  its  History  and  Execution. — Letters  of 

the  Old  Man  of  the  Mountain  L^VAjacvll  g6>jyij — Reports  of  Pro- 
ceedings in  collecting  Materials  for  a  Supplement  to,  and  Con- 
tinuation of,  Rymer's  Foedera. — Objections  brought  against  the 
new  Edition  of  the  Foedera. — Omissions  in  the  new  Edition  of 
Rymer's  Foedera. — Acta  Regia  Hibernica.  Chapter  23. — Ma- 
terials for  the  History  of  Britain.— Outline  of  a  Plan  for  collecting 
and  publishing  the  Materials  for  the  History  of  Britain  from  the 
Earliest  Times  to  the  end  of  the  Fifteenth  Century.— Sketch  of 
a  Plan  for  collecting,  arranging,  and  publishing  the  Materials  for 
the  History  of  Britain,  from  the  Earliest  Times  to  the  Accession 
of  Henry  Vlllth.— The  Anglo-Saxon  Laws.— The  Welsh  Laws. 
— A  List  of  the  principal  Ancient  Materials  relating  to  Britain, 
Printed  or  Manuscript.— Anglo-Saxon  Department  of  the  National 
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Monastic  Records. — Letter  to  the  late  Lord  Colchester  respecting 
the  Publication  of  a  Collection  of  Monastic  Becords,  June,  1808. 
— Miscellaneous  Transcripts — Decrees  and  Orders  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer — Index  to  Decrees  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer — 
Index  to  Records^  &c.  at  the  Chapter  House — Expeditionis  Billa- 
rum  Antiquitas. — ^Transcripts — Materials  for  the  Histoiy  of 
Britain. — ^Transcripts — ^The  Foedera. — Lost  Transcripts. — ^Inter- 
rogatories, prepared  by  James  the  First,  for  the  Examination  of 
Guido  Fawkes. — The  Answer  of  Guido  Fawkes  to  the  King's 
Interrogatories. — List  of  certain  Books  and  Papers  in  the  State 
Paper  Office. — The  State  Paper  Commission.  Chapter  33. — 
Proposal  for  the  Completion  of  the  Year  Books,  and  for  an 
Unibform  and  Systematic  Edition  of  all  our  Ancient  Law  Writers. 
— Specimen  of  a  New  Edition  of  Britton. — Fragment  of  an 
Ancient  Law  Treatise. — ^Addenda. — Numerous  Transcripts  of  the 
Records  in  the  Sixteenth  and  Seventeenth  Centuries. — System  of 
the  Record  Offices. — Order  of  Council  for  the  Encouragement  of 
Sir  Eldward  Deering  in  the  Study  of  Antiquities. — Scutage  Rolls 
— Certificates  of  Knight's  Fees. — ^Account  of  the  Early  Chiro- 
graphs of  Fines. — The  Parliamentary  Writs. — Documents  printed 
from  Transcripts  uncollated  with  the  Originals. — The  Nomina 
Villarum. — Unsorted  Records  of  the  Tower — Report  of  Mr. 
Lysons. — Searches  made  for  Records  and  Manuscripts  in  different 
Libraries  in  England  and  Ireland. — Copy  of  the  Carta  Confirma- 
tionis,  29  Edward  the  First,  in  the  Archives  of  Christ  Church, 
Oxford. — Fragment  of  Original  Journals  of  the  House  of  Lords. 
— Remarks  on  the  manner  in  which  the  Parliamentary  Writs  are 


namely,  to  have  land  in  fee-sim- 
ple, freeholders,  copyholders, 
customary  tenants,  and  villains, 
before  the  year  1066;  together 
with  the  resemblances  or  dis-re- 
semblances  of  those  in  outlandish, 
ancient,  or  modem  estates. 

In  his  History  of  the  World, 
Ralegh  very  slightly  touches  on 
the  Common  Law  of  England.  It 
seems  desirable,  should  anjrthing 
more  exist  proceeding  from  such 
a  hand,  that  it  should  be  made 
public. 

The  following  are  the  sections 
in  Ralegh's  History  of  the  World, 
in  which  he  treats  of  law.    They 


are  all  in  the  fourth  chapter  of  the 
second  book :— of  the  time  when 
the  Law  was  given  to  the  Israel* 
ites,  with  divers  commendations 
of  the  invention  of  laws — of  the 
name  and  meaning  of  the  words 
law  and  right — of  the  definition 
of  laws,  and  of  the  law  eternal — 
of  the  law  of  nature — of  the 
written  law  of  God — of  the  un- 
written law  of  God,  given  to  the 
patriarchs  by  tradition — of  the 
moral,  judicial,  and  ceremonial 
law — of  human  law,  written  and 
unwritten — that  only  the  prince 
is  exempt  from  hmnan  laws,  and 
in  what  sort. 
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torum.  Chapter  31. — Discovery  of  the  Registers  of  the  Parlia- 
ments of  Scotland,  from  May,  1639,  to  March,  1650. — ^Indexes 
to  the  Renters  of  Inhibitions  and  Abbreviates  of  Adjudications. 
— Abridgment  of  the  Registers  of  Seisins.  Discovery  of  the 
Registers  of  Parliament  of  Scotland,  from  May,  1639,  to  March, 
1650. — ^Report  by  the  Lord  President  and  others  upon  the 
subject.— Printed  Index  to  the  Greneral  Registers  of  Inhibitions, 
from  1781  to  1820. — Printed  Index  to  the  Particular  Registers 
of  Inhibitions,  from  1781  to  1820.— Printed  Index  to  the 
Registers  of  Abbreviates  of  Adjudications,  .from  1781  to  1820. — 
Abridgment  of  the  Register  of  Seisins,  from  1781  to  1820.—- 
Acts  of  Sederunt. — Abridgment  of  the  Registers  of  Entails. 
Chapter  32. — Account  of  some  Records  and  Manuscripts  tran- 
scribed by  Order  of  the  Record  Board,  and  which  have  not  been 
printed— State  Paper  Office. — The  Red  Book  of  the  Exchequer, 
its  Authority  and  Contents. — Mode  of  computing  the  Date  of 
the  Accessions  of  our  earlier  Monarchs. — The  Red  Book  of  the 
Irish  Exchequer. — The  Black  Book  of  the  Exchequer. — The 
Black  Book  of  the  Irish  Exchequer. — Liber  de  Antiquis  Legibus. 
— An  Ancient  Building  Act — The  earliest  Specimen  of  a  London 
Bye-Law. — The  Memoranda  in  the  Offices  of  the  King's  Remem- 
brancer, and  of  the  Lord  Treasurer's  Remembrancer.  —  The 
Memoranda  of  the  Irish  Exchequer. — Repertories  of  the  Originalia 
in  the  Lord  Treasurer's  Remembrancer's  Office, — Dodsworth's 
Transcripts  of  the  Pipe  Rolls  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  Oxford. 
Miscellaneous  Transcripts — Ipswich  Domesday — Winchelsea. — 
Sandwich  —  Fordwich —  Hereford — Reading  —  Northampton  — 
Torkesay — London. — Bury  St.  Edmonds. — St.  Albans. — Shaf- 
tesbury Domesday  —  Inquisitions  —  Registrum  Brevium,  temp. 
Hen.  III.,  &c.  &c. — Carte  Papers  in  the  Bodleian  Library  (a). — 


(a)  Amongst  the  Carte  papers 
in  the  Bodleian  ie  a  treatise  of 
the  Chancery  and  other  courts. 
Amongst  the  same  papers  there 
is  also  a  treatise  of  the  Antiquity 
of  the  Common  Law  before  the 
Conquest,  by  Sir  Walter  Ralegh. 
In  the  edition  of  Ralegh's  works, 
printed  at  Oxford  at  the  Univer- 
sity Press  in  1829,  8  vols.  8vo., 
amongst  the  more  important  ad- 
ditions is  a  Discourse  of  Tenures, 
which  were  before  the  Conquest 


(from  a  MS.  of  Archbishop  San- 
croft);  namely,  knight-service, 
soccage,  and  frankalmoign;  and 
the  effect  of  those  tenures,  wards, 
reliefs,  heriots,  escuage,  or  war- 
faring  by  tenure,  reservations  of 
rent,  or  victuals  and  provisions, 
or  purveyors  in  the  Saxon  times ; 
that  the  same  estates  in  the  soil 
of  this  land  were  due  unto  the 
subjects  by  birthright  of  their 
ancestors,  the  inhabitants  of  the  * 
land  before  duke  William's  time ; 
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the  Masters'  Reports  and  Certificates  during  the  Reigns  of  Q^tnetn 
Elizabeth  and  King  James  the  First.  Part  Second,  containing 
Extracts  from  the  Registrars*  Books,  fivm  A.D.  1545  to  the  end 
of  the  Reign  of  Qneen  Elizabeth.  By  Cecil  Monro,  one  qf  the 
Registrars  of  the  Court,     London :  William  Benning  and  Co. 

The  years  1846  and  1847  will  be  memorable  in  the  bibliogra- 
phical annals  of  our  Court :  the  first  by  the  publieation  of  the 
great  work  of  the  author's  friend^  Mr.  Spenee  (a),  and  the  httt 
by  the  publication  of  the  work  of  Mr.  Monro. 

"A  Brief  Account,"  &c.  ante,  page  453. — A  Britf  Account  pf 
some  of  the  most  important  Proceedings  in  ParUament,  reUttiwe 


(a)  Tie  Bqmtable  Jurisdiction 
qf  the  Court  of  Chancery,  com-- 
prising  its  Rise,  Progress,  and 
Final  Establishment,  to  which  is 
prefixed,  with  a  view  to  the  Eluci' 
dation  of  the  main  subject,  a  Con- 
cise  Account  of  the  Leading  DoC' 
trines  qf  the  Common  Law,  and  qf 
the  course  of  Procedure  in  the 
Courts  of  Common  Law,  in  regard 
to  Civil  Rights :  with  an  attempt 
to  trace  them  to  their  Sources,  and 
in  which  the  various  Alterations 
made  by  the  Legislature,  down  to 
the  present  day,  are  noticed,  by 
George  Spence,  Esq.,  one  of  Her 
Majesty* s  Counsel.  In  2  vols. 
Stevens  and  Norton. 

There  is  no  period  of  the  au- 
thor's professional  life,  to  which 
he  looks  back  with  greater  satis- 
faction, than  that  during  which  he 
co-operated  with  Mr.  Spence  in 
his  endeavours  to  bring  about 
certain  changes  in  the  Court  and 
its  procedure,  which  the  interest 
of  the  suitors  had  long  demanded. 
Many  of  those  changes,  happily^ 
have  been  effected;  and  as  to 
some  of  them  at  least,  this  may,  in 
no  small  degree,  be  attributed  to 
these  unwearied  endeavours, 
during  twenty  years,  to  collect 
materialsi  for  the  information  of 


the  public,  of  some  members  of 
the  legislature  (one  unfortunately 
not  now  living),  and  of  sueh 
judges  of  the  Court  as  have 
shown  a  disposition  to  remove 
manifest  impediments  in  the  way 
of  justice. 

The  present  work  of  Mr. 
Spence  demonstrates  that  a  large 
acquaintance  with  the  Roman  law, 
and  a  minute  knowledge  of  our 
history  and  legal  institutions  fiom 
the  earliest  period,  may  be  sue* 
cessfiilly  united  to  the  greatest 
familiarity  with  the  entire  system 
of  modem  equitable  doctrine  and 
practice.  A  considerable  portion 
of  the  volume  necessarily  relates 
to  the  origin  and  progress  of  the 
conunon  law.  The  interest  and 
utility  of  the  work  are  not,  there- 
fore, confined  to  the  eqoitf 
draughtsman.  The  barrister  who, 
not  possessing  Mr.  Spenee's  book, 
shall  nevertheless,  in  future,  affset 
an  acquaintance  with  anythinf 
beyond  the  mere  practical  part  of 
the  science  which  he  professes, 
must,  if  he  desires  that  his  pre- 
tensions shall  be  acknowledged, 
take  care  not  to  disclose  the 
strange  deficiency  in  his  Uir 
library. 
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to  the  Defects  in  the  Administration  of  Justice  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  Court  of  Commissioners  of 
Bankrupt ;  together  with  the  Opinions  of  different  Statesmen 
and  Lawyers  as  to  the  Remedies  to  be  applied,  London :  John 
Murray,  Albemarle  Street,  1828. — ^This  work,  like  the  author's 
work  on  the  Public  Records,  has  also  long  been  out  of  print.  It 
will  be  found  useful  from  the  information  it  contai  respecting 
what  had  taken  place  in  Parliament  at  the  period,  when  the  ques- 
tion of  a  Reform  of  our  Legal  Institutions  first  took  permanent 
hold  of  the  public  mind.  A  similar  account  of  the  proceedings 
in  Parliament  since  1828  would  fill  many  such  volumes.  The 
work  was  dedicated  to  Mr.  Michael  Angelo  Taylor,  who,  as  early 
as  the  year  1810,  had  drawn  the  attention  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons to  the  arrears  of  causes  remaining  for  hearing  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  The  following  are  the  Contents  of  the  book.— Chap- 
ter 1 . — ^The  Court  of  Chancery  prior  to  the  year  1810.  Chapter 
2,  Part  1.— The  Court  of  Chancery  from  the  year  1810,  to  the 
passing  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's  bill  in  1813.  Chapter  2,  Part 
2. — Opinions  of  Committees  of  the  House  of  Commons,  of  the 
Chancery  Commissioners,  &c.,  as  to  the  expediency  of  giving  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  Masters  in  Chancery,  and  Commissioners  of 
Bankrupt,  fixed  salaries  instead  of  fees.  Chapter  3. — ^The  Court 
of  Chancery  from  the  passing  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's  bill,  in 
1813,  to  the  issuing  of  the  Chancery  Commission.  Chapter  4, 
Part  1 . — ^The  Court  of  Chancery  from  the  Report  of  the  Chan- 
cery Commissioners  in  March,  1826,  to  the  time  when  Lord  Eldon 
resigned  the  Seal.  Chapter  4,  Part  2. — It  is  not  possible  for 
New  Orders  to  remedy  the  Great  Delay,  that  occurs  in  some 
branches  of  the  Court,  between  the  setting  down  and  the  hearing 
of  Causes.  Chapter  5,  Part  I . — ^The  Court  of  Chancery  during 
the  Chancellorship  of  Lord  Lyndhurst.  Chapter  5,  Part  2. — 
Some  Remarks  on  the  Returns  lately  made  to  the  House  of 
Commons  relative  to  the  Chancery  and  Bankruptcy  husiness. 
Chapter  5,  Part  3. — Some  account  of  the  Proceedings  in  a 
common  Chancery  suit,  and  the  probable  time  of  its  duration. 
Chapter  6. — It  is  not  possible  for  three  Judges  to  get  through 
the  present  Business  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  with  convenient 
despatch. — Opinions  of  the  Barristers  examined  hefore  the  Chan- 
cery Commissioners  on  the  subject.  Chapter  7. — ^That  the  delay, 
now  existing  in  the  hewing  of  Causes  in  the  Court  of  Chanceiy, 
amounts  to  a  denial  of  Justice,  shown  by  an  Account  of  the 
Business  done  at  various  periods,  from  the  year  1745  to  the 
present  time. — ^An  additional  Judge,  to  be  useful,   must  be 
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efficient.     Chapter  8. — ^Thst  the  quantity  of  General  Bosiness 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  disposed  of  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
has  greatly  diminished  since  the  year  1745. — Comparison  of  the 
Business  done  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll  and  Sir  William  Grant,  in 
equal  spaces  of  time. — Union  of  the  Political  and  Judicial  Func- 
tions in  the  Lord  Chancellor.     Chapter  9. — ^No  arrear  of  Business 
at  the  Bolls. — ^The  quantity  of  Business  got  through  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst. — Probability  that  he  will  keep  down  the  number  of 
Appeals.     Chapter  10. — The  assumption  by  the  House  of  Lords 
of  the  Appellate  Jurisdiction  over  our  Courts  of  Equity  in  the 
Reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  a  yiolation  of  the  Constitution. 
Chapter  1 1 . — Of  the  hearing  of  Appeals  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
from  the  Restoration  down  to  the  year  1811.     Chapter  12. — 
Resolution  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  May,  1813,  that  the  House 
should  sit  three  days  in  ereiy  week  during  the  Session,  from 
10  o'clock  to  4,  to  hear  Appeals. — Report  from  the  Lords'  Com- 
mittees, appointed  in  1823  a  select  Committee  on  the  AppeUate 
Jurisdiction  of  the  House  of  Lords.    Chapter  13. — Short  Ac- 
count of  the  Parliamentaiy  Debates  in  1823  and  1824,  on  the 
Report  from  the  Lords'  Committee,  appomted  in  1823  a  Select 
Committee  on  the  Appellate  Jurisdiction  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  on  a  renewal,  in  1827,  of  the  Measure  recommended  by  that 
Report.     Chapter  14. — ^Appeals  to  the  Privy  Council. — Lord 
Lansdowne's  Motions  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  March,  1827,  re- 
specting Appeals  from  India.    Chapter  15. — A  short  Account  of 
the  Origin  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  Jurisdiction  in  Bankruptcy. 
Chapter  16. — The  London  and  Country  Commissioners  of  Bank- 
rupt.   Chapter  17. — Opinions  of  eminent  Lawyers  and  other 
Individuals  as  to  the  separation  of  Bankruptcy  from  the  other 
Business  of  the  Great  Seal,  and  as  to  the  Commissioners  of 
Bankrupt. — Reports    of  Committees  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, Chancery  Commissioners,  Common  Council  of  the  City 
of  London,  and  Parliamentary  Debates,  relative  to  the  same 
subjects.     Chapter  18. — Of  the  Expense  attending  the  presoit 
mode  of  administering  the  Bankrupt  Laws. — Unclaimed  Divi- 
dends,— Effects  of  the  System  of  London  Commissionerships  of 
Bankrupt  upon  the  Bar. — A  great  number  of  Judges  against  the 
policy  of  our  Judicial  Establishments. — Manner  in  which  the 
Fimctions  of  Judge  and  Advocate  are  blended  in  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Bankrupt.     Conclusion. — ^The  ideas  of  the  Author 
relative  to  the  Measures  to  be  adopted  to  remedy  the  principal 
defects  existing  in  the  Administration  of  Justice  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  the  House  of  Lords,  as  the  Court  of  last  resort  m 
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Equity  Causes,  and  the  Courts  of  the  Commissioners  of  Bankrupt. 
Appendix  A. — Sir  John  Leach's  Proposal  that  the  Rolls  Court 
should  sit  in  the  Morning.  Appendix  B. — ^Translation  of  five 
of  the  Letters  on  the  Court  of  Chancery.  Appendix  C. — ^The 
Letters  on  the  Court  of  Chancery. — ^A  Writer  in  the  third 
numher  of  the  Foreign  Quarterly  Review. — Mr.  Humphreys's 
Book  on  the  English  Laws  of  Real  Property. — Foreign  Codes. 
Appendix  D. — Lord  Colchester's  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of 
withdrawing  from  the  Lord  Chancellor  the  ordinary  Business  of 
hb  Court. 


"The  anecdote  is  told  by  Miss  Hawkins,  daughter  of  Sir 
John  Hawkins,  Dr.  Johnson's  Biographer,  in  her  Memoirs,"  ante, 
page  513. — Anecdotes,  Biographical  Sketches,  and  Memoirs  coU 
lected  by  L,  M.  Hawkins,  vol.  1, 8vo.  1822.  Memoirs,  Anecdotes, 
Facts  and  Opinions  collected  and  preserved  by  L,  M,  Hawkins, 
2  vols.  Svo.  1824.  The  authoress  states,  in  an  advertisement  to 
the  last  two  volumes,  that  they  may  be  considered  as  a  continuation 
of  the  first-mentioned  volume,  the  alteration  of  title  having  been 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  publishers.  The  volumes  contain  a  few 
legal  anecdotes. 


"Edmund,  Duke  of  Buckinghamshire,  "ante,  page  533. — 
Brown  has  "  Edmund,  Duke  of  Buckingham."  The  family  of 
Sheffield  were  Dukes  of  the  county  of  Buckingham.  Burke  gives 
the  following  account  of  Edmund,  Duke  of  Buckinghamshire. 
— Edmund  Sheffield,  the  second  Duke.  This  young  nobleman 
served  in  1 734,  as  a  volunteer,  under  the  command  of  his  uncle, 
the  Duke  of  Berwick,  in  Germany,  and  was  an  aide-de-camp  at  the 
siege  of  Fort  Kiel  and  Philipsburgh,  where  that  eminent  general 
lost  his  life.  His  Grace  died,  however,  the  following  year  at 
Rome,  of  a  rapid  consumption,  not  having  attained  majority,  and 
with  him  the  honours  and  male  line  of  the  ducal  House  of  Shef- 
field expired. 


"Friday,  29th  April,  1/37.  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwickc, 
went  into  the  King's  Bench  to  take  the  oaths,  when  he  sat  as 
Chief  Justice,  and  heard  several  motions,"  ante,  p.  538,  in  the 
note. — The  ensuing  extract  from  the  Reports  of  Sir  John  Strange 
shows  the  accuracy  of  Coxe.      "Lord  Hardwicke  being  Lord 
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Chancellor  as  well  as  Chief  Justice  of  the  B.  R.  came  into  coort, 
29th  April,  took  the  oaths  and  heard  my  motion." 

In  the  same  note,  p.  538,  the  sentence  relative  to  the  date  of 
the  hearing  of  Moore  v.  Moore  requires  a  remark — *'  It  will  he 
remembered,  the  old  style  was  then  in  use,  and  the  year  began 
25th  March." — The  continued  use  of  the  Julian  or  Old  Style 
(the  retention  of  the  eleven  days),  and  the  practice  of  com- 
mencing the  year  on  the  25th  March,  were  distinct  matters. 
The  former  was  an  error.  The  latter  was  an  inconyenience. 
The  words  *^  the  old  style  was  in  use "  are  superfluous  in  this 
place,  and  should  be  erased. 


''  Howard's  Chancery  Practice  in  Ireland,"  ante,  page  556.— 
Copies  of  this  work  are  very  rarely  met  with  on  this  side  of  St 
George's  Channel.  The  following  is  the  tiUe  page,  in  extenso.  The 
Rules  and  Prcuitiee  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ir^and^ 
with  the  several  Statutes  relative  thereto^  as  also  several  Adjudged 
Cases  thereon.  This  work  is  with  all  Deference  most  humbly  m- 
scribed  to  the  Right  Honourable  James,  Lord  Baron  Lifford  of 
Liffordy  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  by  his  Lordships s  most  obe- 
dient  and  most  Humble  Servant,  Gorges  E.  Howard.  DubHo, 
1  vol.  8vo   1772(a). 

(a)  Mr.  Howard  was  the  author  Exchequer  in  Ireland,  2  vols.  STa 

of  two  other  books  of  practice,  1760;  and  Practice  of  the  Fkt 

equally   rare    in    this    country.  Side  of  the  Exchequer  in  Irelaod, 

Practice  of  the  Equity  Side  of  the  2  vols.  8vo.  1759. 
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REASONS  FOR  THE   OMISSION   OF  AN   INDEX   AT 
THE  END  OF  THE  PRESENT  VOLUME. 


Most  of  our  Reports  constitute  part  of  a  series  intended  to  be 
perpetual.  There  is  an  uninterrupted  succession  of  reporters — 
lampas  traditur.  The  series  is  continuous.  Each  volume  is  a 
portion  of  a  work,  the  termination  of  which  is  not  contemplated. 
The  plan  does  not  admit  of  an  index  to  the  entire  work.  Ai^ 
opportunity  for  the  formation  of  such  an  index,  does  not  present 
itself.  It  is,  therefore,  perhaps  indispensable,  that  each  volume 
should,  according  to  the  preyailing  usage,  have  its  particular 
index.  The  practitioner  has  thus,  in  his  inquiry,  the  inconye- 
nieuce  of  opening  numerous  books — an  inconvenience,  which 
yearly  becomes  greater,  until  its  temporary  extinction  by  the  pub- 
lication of  a  new  edition  of  Chitty's  Equity  Digest. 

The  present  work,  however,  does  not  form  part  of  a  series  of 
reports  of  the  description  above.  It  will,  annuente  numine, 
some  day  be  brought  to  a  conclusion ;  although  not  until  that 
number  of  decisions  and  dicta  shall  have  been  accumulated,  that 
there  shall  be  no  point  of  equitable  doctrine  and  practice,  which 
its  pages  may  not  elucidate.  It  is  thought  that,  in  these  cir- 
cumstances, it  will  be  found,  eventually,  more  convenient  to  omit 
particular  indexes  to  the  respective  volumes,  and  to  substitute  for 
such  particular  indexes,  an  index  to  the  whole  work  when  com« 
plete.  That  index  will  not  be  lost  sight  of  in  the  selection  of 
materials  for  the  work.  Should  no  decision,  or  dictum,  of  Lord 
Cottenham  occur  under  certain  heads,  there  are  ample  inedited 
stores,  both  ancient  and  modem,  to  supply  the  deficiency.  The 
precept,  too,  of  Locke  in  his  Method  of  a  Common-Place  Book, 
often  neglected  by  the  makers  of  digests  and  indexes,  will  not  be 
overlooked.  Care  will  be  taken  that  each  head  shall  be  really 
some  important  and  essential  word  to  the  matter  in  hand.  The 
makers  of  our  indexes  and  digests  have  seldom  possessed  the 
experience,  requisite  to  enable  them  always  to  distinguish  these 
h^uls ;  and  the  searches  of  the  practitioner,  if  not  finally  fruitless, 
are  often  most  vexatiously  prolonged. 
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ERRATA. 

Eb&ata  noticed  on  casnal  reference. — Ante,  page  xxviof  the  prefiitory  matter 
to  Part  III.  in  the  note,  for  "and  by  him  was  written  the  report  of  Stradling  ?. 
Stiles  in  the  report  of  Scriblems,"  read  "  and  by  him  was  written  Stradling  v. 
Stiles  in  the  report  of  Scriblerns." — ^Ante,  page  66,  and  pages  68  to  72.  See 
ante,  page  247. — Ante,  page  83,  last  line :  Some  copies,  from  some  accident  that 
cannot  be  explained,  have  a  note  of  exclamation  after  the  word  "  performance." 
—Ante,  page  139,  line  7,  for  '*  countries,"  read  "  counties." — Ante,  page  145, 
note  (a),  for  «<  Year  Book,  4  Hen.  lY."  read  "  Year  Book,  10  Hen.  IV/'—Ante, 
pages  358  to  365.  "  Cases  iUustratiTe  of  the  general  mle,  that  a  party  does  not 
lose  the  right  of  appeal  by  acting  upon  an  order."  See  further,  ante,  page  519, 
in  the  note. — Ante,  page  424,  lines  18  and  19,  "  that  Eyre  and  Bush  should 
be  made  parties,  and  interrogated  to  specific  matters :"  This  passage  is  here 
somewhat  premature.  It  was  erased  in  the  author's  manuscript,  but  so  im- 
perfectly, as  to  have  occasioned  its  insertion  by  the  printer  in  this  place,  and 
in  correcting  the  press  it  escaped  notice. — Ante,  page  538,  in  the  note ;  "  It 
will  be  remembered  the  old  style  was  then  in  use,  and  the  year  began  25th  ci 
Mareh."  See  the  remark  respecting  this  sentence,  ante,  page  606. — 1  C.  P 
Coop,  page  28,  line  5,  the  date  of  the  order  on  further  directions  is  omitted. 
The  order  was  pronounced  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  16th  November, 
1836. — Ibidem,  page  75,  last  line  in  the  note,  for  "  or,"  read  **  of." — Ibidem, 
page  81,  line  15,  for  *'  ordered,"  read  "  altered." — Ibidem,  page  107,  line  25, 
for  "judgment,"  read  "  order." — Ibidem,  page  515,  lines  29,  30,  "  the  Chan- 
cellor  [Lawrence  Booth,  Bishop  of  Durham]."  See  the  Appendix  to  the 
present  volume,  page  588. — Ibidem,  page  516,  line  5,  for  "  Brooke's  Abridg- 
ment, Conscience,  &c."  read  "  Brooke's  Abridgment,  Conscience,  &c.  4." — 
Ibidem,  page  525,  lines  31,  32,  "the  Chancellor  [John  Morton,  Bishop  of 
Ely] ."  See  the  Appendix  to  the  present  volume,  page  588. — Ibidem,  page  539, 
line  23,  for  "  1  Edw.  II.,  9,"  read  "  Year  Book,  1  Ed.  II.,  9."— Ibidem,  page 
649,  in  the  marginal  note,  for  "  Court,"  read  "  Case." — Ibidem,  page  669,  the 
last  line  in  the  note,  and  670,  line  3,  for  "  Brooke's  Abridgment,  Pledges 
et  pleg.  acquietandis,  33,"  read  "Brooke's  Abridgment,  Pledges  et  plcg. 
acquictandis  3." 

See  also  Errata,  ante,  page  456 ;  and  Errata,  1  C.  P.  Coop.  pp.  384,  480, 
512. 
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